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CHAPI'ER I 
I t has been an almost universally accepted part of the American 
,raditi on that education is good; that is, education contributes 
:omething which is desirable to the educatee and t o the society which 
.s represented y the educator. So deeply ingrained is this belief 
,hat one seldom finds a person who will take issue with it. When a 
,oint of contention i s found , it is almost invariably concerned with 
rhich educati on will gi ve rise t o the greatest personal or societ al 
·eturn or perhaps the degree of re sponsibi l i ty for education which 
hould be accepted y the individual, the family, t he state, and the 
,t her segments of our society. 
This bel i ef in educat ion as an i nher ent good and as a f or ce f or 
ndividual and social up-lifti ng i s expressed by the Nat ional Educa-
i on As sociation i n t he fo l l owing s t ateme~t : 
There i s power in a waterfall, in a B-24, i n an acorn. 
But ther e is a greater power in education which t eaches man 
how t o control t he f orces of nat ure and changes t he t hought s 
and actions of man himself. 
To f ail to utilize thi s power for creat i ve good is the 
greatest folly an i ndi vidual, a communi ty, a state, or a 
nation can commit.l 
1Education- -~ Mi ght y Force (Washington, D.C., 1944), p. 2. 
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Simil ar ly, Harold F. Clark writes: 
All nat ions want to be mo'r e prosperous . Al l want a 
higher income • . Many things can be done to help raise t he 
l evel of income of a country. Better machiner y is mos t 
i mportant ; more ef fi cient management is vital ; mor e 
effec tive l abor is necessary; wise use of natural resources 
i s imperative ; far more research is needed in many f i e lds. 
In our moder n industrial and technical economy it is 
necessary that bot h labor and management understand pro-
duction and cooperate to increase output. 
Underlying all these, however , is the level of under -
standing and technical knowledge of all the people. 2 
This broad premise which serves as the very cornerstone of our 
educational philosophy was early accepted on the basis of ' f aith and 
simple observation. However, in the nineteenth century, along with 
the general social-technical awakening known as the industrial revo-
lution, a mor e inquiring atti t ude was developed toward many of t he 
fundament al assumptions of a few decade s earlier . Among the many 
que stions raised were: Is education always good f or society and for 
the i ndividual educatee? Does the i mprovement arid strengthening of 
2 
our national economy necessar ily involve an i mproved pro ram of publi c 
education? What is the opt imum amount for soc iet y t o i nvest in 
educati on? 
As a result of such ques t ions, educational l eaders found i t 
necessary to look mor e carefully at the basic principl es and structures 
of free public educati on. Horace Mann3 wrot e at l engt h on the con-
2Har ol d F. Clar k, Education Steps .£E. Living Standards, The U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce (Washi ngton, D. C., 194.5), p . 3. 
3Horace Mann, "The Capacity of the Common School System to 
I mprove t he Pecuniary Condition and Elevate the Intellectual, Moral 
and Religious Character of t he Commonwealth, 11 Annual Report£!:!: 
Education (Boston, 18h8) . 
tribution of public education to the improv£rrentof the i ndividual 
and the society. Faith and general observation were replaced by 
pl anned experimental investigat ion as a basis for establishing the 
worth of education. Since 1900, some five hundred research studies 
have been c onducted to demonstrate the socio-economic benefi t s 
derived by an individual from educational experiences. Outstanding 
among these were the studies of Lord4 and Ellis5 w~ich demonstrated 
3 
clearly the relationship that exists between personal economic status 
and level of educational attainment. 
Many of these analyses proved to be of limited value because of 
one outstanding defect: They failed to utlize groups equated on the 
basis of factors other than that of educational attainment. Gor seline,6 
Watson, 7 and other s pointed out that many of the exper imental re sul ts 
could be explained on the basis that college graduates were a select 
group . They had s uper ior mental ability, better ami.ly and business 
connections, better opportunity to marry well , and more money i nitially. 
In order to secure results which are cl early wi thout prejudice , new 
exper iments lTillSt be designed i n which these factor s are eliminated . 
Such r esearc h on fully equated groups has not as ye t been conducted. 
4Everett w. Lord, Relation of Educat i on and I ncome , Alpha Kappa 
Psi Frater nity ( Indianapolis, 1928') . 
5A. c •. Ellis, "The Money Value of Ed1.1cation," U. S. Bureau of 
Educat ion Bulletin (Washingt on, 1917) . 
6n. E. Gor seline, ~ Effe ct of Schooli ng U}on Income, Graduate 
Counci l of I ndiana Univers i t y (Bloomington, 1932 • 
7wal ter Watson, Some Re l ati onships Bet ween E<lucat ion and Income 
(New York, 19u0). 
Even more important to educational leaders is a clear under-
standing of t he relationship between educational opportunity and the 
general wel fare of the society as a whole o How much education does 
a society need? What is the optimum level beyond which money ex-
pended for education does not yield sufficient return? Obviously 
education should be increased as long as the augmented output of 
goods or services more than covers the cost of the increased train-
ing. Have we approached this point as yet? Such pioneer work as the 
Sloan Foundation Experiments8 or the studies of Harold F. Clark gave 
some of the more reliable answers to these questions. The Sloan 
Foundation experiments indicated by means of controlled experiments 
t hat increased education coul d i mprove the clothing, housing, and 
food supp y of a community. Clark has summarized one of his ear lier 
studies: 
Ther e is one t hing, however, that you will al ways find 
i n any countr y with a high income . You will find that t he 
peopl e have a high level of education and great technical 
skill. It might be ar gued that countries having a l arge 
income use this i ncome to educat e t heir people and give 
them technic al training, and t here i s undoubtedly somet hi ng 
to thi s argument . The wealthier a countr y is the more 
t echni cal t rai ni ng i t can afford, and that in t urn makes 
i t even wealt hier. In t he economic fie ld it is always 
difficul t to find s t rictly causal factors . The evi dence 
i s that educ t i on is a causal f actor as far as i ncome is 
concerned . I n other words , if a count r y will incr ease the 
amount of educat i on and t echnical training, the i nc ome will 
increase . In the light of all the informat i on availabl e, 
we ar e justified i n saying t hat the i ncome will increase 
Sciara M. Olson and No D. Fl etcher { Learn and Live , Alfred P. 
Sloan Foundation, Inc . (Lexington, 1946). 
4 
far more than the cost of ~ducation. The more the education 
increafes, the highPr the income rise~. In this sense we 
are justified in saying that more education will cause an 
increase in the income of a country. 9 
It is against this general background that the present study 
concerned with the relationship between educ2tional opportunity and 
economic wel l -being in the several countie s of Oklahoma is under-
takeno More specifically the study seeks to shed some light on the 
following questions: 
1. What differences in educational opportunity and economic 
well-being exist among the various counties of Oklahoma? 
2o To what ex+ent are differences in economic well-being and 
educational opportunity related? 
s 
j. Have any counties approached the optimum level beyond which 
educational support should not be extended? 
h. Would an increase in the general level of suprort of educa-
tion i n Oklahoma be reflected in a general rise in the economic well-
being of the state? 
Need fo r the Study 
The years s i nce Wor ld War lI have witnes sed a considerable 
gr owt h i n the pu l i e concer n and i nter est in the problems of educa-
t ion. Oklahoma, faced with lack of i ndustr ial growth, years of 
drout h, and a declini ng population, has had parti cular reason to 
consider the cont ribution which put l ic educati on might make to t he 
9Harold F. Cl ar k, Education Steps ~ Living Standards (Washi ngton, 
D. C. , 1945, p. 19. 
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improvement of the general economic well-being. State agencies have 
been created for the purpose of stimulating certain types of educa-
tional endeavor, for the purpose of increasing the industrialization 
of the state, and for the purpose of slowing the exodus of the well-
educated youth (engineers, teachers, scientists and others) from the 
state . Education is presently undergoing a comprehensive appraisal 
to determine how effectively it is meeting its obligations. At such 
a time, it is important that the relationship cetween educational 
opportunity and economic well-ceing be understood as fully as 
possible. 
The assumption of a direct relationship between educational 
opportunity and economic well-being in a community, while general ly 
accepted by educational leaders, is not universally accepted outside 
of this field . Witness, for example, the frequent opposition to tax 
levies for s chool purposes by th ose who might be most benefitted by 
a general enhancement of the ecbnomic l evel of the communi t y . It is 
possible that the demonstr ation of a clear-cut reiationship between 
e ucat ional opportunity and economic well-being, if such exists , may 
serve as an effective instrument i n bringing about a more desirable 
l evel of suppor t f or public education. 
Delimitation of the St udy 
This s tudy i nvol ved t hree gener al problem s : t he mepsurement of 
educational opportunity pr esent in the s everal count i es of Oklahoma ; 
the measurement of the economic well-being of t he populati ons of t hese 
counties ; and a study of the relationship between educational oppor-
7 
tunity and economic well-being in t he counties. It was not the pur-
pose of this study to validate the specific measures which were used 
in determining the educational opportunity and economic well-being 
of the counties. Rather , criteria which have been widely used in the 
pas t and which are generall y accepted as reliable indices were utilized . 
Nor was it the purpose of this study to develop a causal relationship 
between educational opportunity and economic well-being. While in 
the opinion of the writer, this is possible of accomplishment, strict-
ly causal relationships in the field of economics are notoriously 
difficult t o demonstrat e and were beyond the scope of the present 
study. The pr esent study was , therefore, limited to an analysis of 
t he significance of the relationship which 'exi sts between vari ations 
in educational opportunity and variat ions in economic well-being 
among the counties. 
Hypothes is t o be Tested 
There is no significant difference between t he l evel s of economic 
wel l - being of counti es r anki ng high and t hose ranking low on an i ndex 
of educational oppor tuni ty. 
Purpose of t he Study 
It was t he purpose of this study t o deter mine t o what ext ent 
variations i n educat ional opF'()r t unity among t he sever al counties of 
Oklahoma are associated with corr esponding variations in the economic 
wel -being of t hose count i es. 
Sources of t he Data 
In making this study, dat a were select ed f r om the fol lowing 
sources : 
1. The Twenty-Fourth Biennial Report of the State Department 
of Education of Oklahoma, 1954. 
2. The Twenty-Fifth Biennial Report of the State Department 
of Education of Oklahoma, 1956. 
3o The Annual Bulletin for Elementary and Secondary Schools 
published""'°Ey the State Department of Education of Oklahoma, 1954. 
8 
4. The Eighth Biennial Report of the Oklahoma State Regents for 
Higher Education, 1956. 
S. Public Health Statistics, State of Oklahoma, 1954, published 
by the Oklahoma State Department of Health. 
6. Reports of the Division of Research and Statistics of the 
Oklahoma Tax Commission. 
7. Monthly Bulletins of the Oklahoma Department of Public 
Welfareg 1953-1954. 
8. Eleventh Bi ennial Report of the Oklahoma Tax Commission, 1954. 
9. County and Ci t y Data Book, 1952 , published by the U. S. 
Bureau of t he Census-. - -- --
10. County Bus iness Patterns , 1953-1954, published by t he U. s . 
Bureau of the Census. 
11. Population s t ati stics published by t he U. S . Bureau of t he 
Census. 
Procedure Used i n t he Study 
After a careful r evi ew of t he history and development of the prob-
lem, t he f oll owing s t eps were deemed essential to the completion of 
the study: 
9 
1. I t ems i ndicat i ve of the educational opportunity available in 
the various counties were i dent i f i ed0 The numerical value of each of 
the items was determined and they were combined with proper weighting 
to develop an index of educational opportunity. This index was 
applied to eac h of the state counties. 
2. Tne counties were ranked on tne basis of the index of educa-
tional opportunity and those constituting the upper and lower one-
thirds when so ranked were identified. 
3o Measures of economic wel l -being to be utilized were identi-
fied and their numerical values determined for each county. 
4. Statistical tests were applied to determine the significance 
of the differences between the two groups of counties for each of the 
measures of economic wel l -being. 
Organization of the Study 
Chapt er I of the thesis consists of a br ief stat ement of t he 
backgr ound of the problem followed by a short summary of the need for 
the study, a delimitat ion of t he study, the hypothesis t o be t es t ed, 
the sources of data ut i l ized, the procedure fo l l owed in t he study, and 
a defi ni tion of termso 
Chapter II of t he s tudy contains t he de t ails of t he measurement 
of educational opportunity and the development of these measurements 
to f orm an index of educati onal opportunity. In addi t i on the chapt er 
contains a brief summar y of the pro l ems a s soci ated with the meas ure-
me nt of educational opport uni t y and a br i ef survey of the validity of 
the items us ed in de termini ng the index of educational opportuni ty. 
10 
Th me asures of economic well-being whic h are t o be used i n the s t udy 
are a l so i dent ified and thei r sources stated i n this chapt er . 
Chapt er III gives a s tat i stica l summary of the several me asures 
sel ected as i nd ice s of economic well-being, the mea value of each 
such measure for each of the two groups of counties used in the s tudy, 
and a statistical analysis of the significance of the difference 
between the means for the two groups. 
Chapter IV is a brief summary of the study with attention direct -
ed toward some of the implic ations of the s tudy. It cont ains conclu-
sions and recommendations drawn from the study with an i nter pretation 
of their pos sible significance for future action. 
Def inition of Terms 
In making this study, tne following ter ms are used cons istentl y 
and are her eby fur t her defi ned : 
Educational opportunity. That combination of favorable conditi ons 
provided by t he educational aut horit y whi ch enabl es t he i ndividual t o 
develop abil i t ies , atti tudes, and other for ms of be havi or of positive 
value in the society in whi ch he lives . 
Educational index. A s t ati stically determined number which ex-
presses comparative educational opportunity, as of an i nstitution or 
a school district or a country . 
Economic well-bei ng . The ability of an i ndi vidual or a group to 
obtai n t hose mat erial t hings whi ch ar e necessary for comfort, happiness , 
continued prosper i t y and productivityo 
Sununary 
In this chapter i t has been shown that much of our present 
educational philosophy is based upon t he high correlation assumed 
to exist be t ween educational oppor tunity and economic well-bei ng. 
Thi s belief i n the power of educat i on was for a long period of 
time accepted on the basis of f aith and ever yday obser vation . 
Dur i ng t he pr esent centur y much r esearch has been devot ed to the 
demonstration of t he economi c cont ribution which education can 
make to t he indi vidual and some r esearch has been devoted to the 
study of the relat i ons hip whi ch exi s t s bet ween educational oppor-
tunity and economic well -being of t he s ocietyo Oklahoma, as a r e-
11 
sult of cont inued drouth, l oss of population, and a lag in industrial 
expansion, s tands clearly to gain f rom an under st anding of t he cont ribu-
ti on which cont inued educat i onal progress may make t o t he i ndividual 
and to t he s tate. 
CHAPI'ER II 
THE MEASUREMENT OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY AND ECONOMIC WELL- BEING 
Si nce 1900 t he use of index numbersl has i ncreased markedly i n 
the f i elds of s tati stics, economics , and bus iness . It i s to be expect -
ed t hat educat i onal leaders woul d adopt the new t echnique f or a study 
of some of t he more pressing problems of educat i on . Numerous such 
studie s have been made . The usual procedure is t o identif y several 
measures or factors wh i ch are i ndicat i ve of the single more complex 
variable under study. These separate measures were then combined 
t hrough various t echniques to give a more accurat e pict ure of the more 
complex variable. Educational efficiency, educational opportuni ty, 
and educational support by a community are problems whi ch have been 
handled in this way. Many studies have been made of each of these 
problems at all levels of cont rol: local, county, state, and national. 
The pioneer study by Ayres2 in 1912 followed by his mor e we l l 
known study3 in 1920 have served to set the pattern foll owed by most 
1For a summary of the history and application of index numbers 
see Irving Fisher, The Ma.king of Index !~umbers (Boston, 1922). 
2Leonard A. Ayres,~ Comparat ive Study of t he Publlc School 
Systems in the Forty-Eight States (New York, 1912). 
3Leonard A. Ayres, An Index Number for State School Systems 
(New York, 1920). 
12 
13 
r esearchers since . Ayres4 made use of the following i tems i n deter -
mining the educational ef fi ciency of a s t ate school system: 
1. Per cent of school popul t ion at tending sc hool daily. 
2. Aver age days at t ended by each child of school age . 
3. Aver age number of days schools wer e kept open. 
4. Per cart that high school attendance was of t otal attendance . 
5. Per cent that boys ere of girls in high schools . 
6. Average expenditure per child attending school. 
7. Aver age expenditure per t eac her employed. 
ti . Aver age expenditure per chi ld of school age . 
9. Expenditure per pupil for purposes other than t eac hers ' 
salaries . 
10. Expenditure per teac her for sal aries . 
I n the Ayres i ndex, each of the i ndi"l;)'j_dual items was so weighted 
t hat t he median value was 100 . The f inal i ndex then was merely t he 
sum of the simple indexes divided by t en. Although the i ndex meth od 
used was not subject to criticism, t he result s obtained by Ayres were 
openly questioned by many authorities. Specifi cally, many felt that 
financj al i terns had been too heavily weig hted, that weal thy states 
were therefore at an advantage, that some i t ems were insignificant, 
and that states with heavy private school enrollements were improper-
ly represented. Despite these objections several states adopted the 
Ayres index as a part of their regular annual report for all school s 
and, as has been s uggested earlier, t he Ayres research has influenced 
most of the similar work since. 
4Ibid. , p. 34. 
Schrarnmel, 5 Burton,6 and Phillips ? each made some revision of 
the Ayres scale and made new applicati ons of the scale . Thei r mos t 
significant cont r ibutions wer e the r evision of the financial items 
used i n t he i ndex and the use of rank met hods in arr i ving at the 
composite index. In essence the lat ter method was to rank each 
school division (city, countyll or stat e ) on each of the items i n 
the scale and then a sum of these r anks was taken as the final com-
posite scale . Coeffic i ents of corTelation between their wor k and 
t he earlier work of Ayres were usual ly between o.6~ and Oo90. Since 
each of these researchers was concerned wit h a study of educational 
ef ficiency and si nce the present s tudy concerns a s lightl y dif ferent 
concept, t hat of educat ional opportunity, t heir work will not be re-
ported in more detail at t his time. It should be pointed out also 
that the items used by these authors and those used in measuring 
educational opportunity in the present s tudy will differ f or the same 
reason. 
There have been relativel y few studies of t hi s type made on the 
basis of the county as the reporting unito One of the first and 
SHenry E. Schrammel, The Organization of State Departrrents of 
:Education (Columbus, 1926). 
6Alonzo C. Burton,! Study of Education in Rural and Urban States 
(Unpub. Master 1s Thesi s, George Peabody Coll ege for Teachers , 1927). 
?Frank M. Phill ips, "Educational Rank of States~ 1930," American 
School Board Journal, LXXXIV (Feb., Marchll April, May, 1932). 
8E. E. Brown, A Statisti cal Survey by Counties of Education in 
Oklahoma, Stat e Department of Education {oklahoma City, 1925) . ~ 
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possi bly most co mplet e of t hese was the study made by Brown in 
Oklahoma . Br own was att empting to measure the r elative educat i onal 
achievement of the vari ous count i es and used t he original t en items 
of the Ayres i ndex, four of whi ch he revised slightly, and in additi on 
added three new f actor s. These additional fact ors wer e indi cat i ve of 
certain 11 educat i onal mileposts" passed by students and t eachers. They 
wer e : 
1. The number of gr aduates from the eighth gr ade. 
2. The number of graduates f r om accr edited f our-year high sc hoGl s . 
J. The number of t eac her s having t wo or more years of college . 
Brown wei ghted t hese factors so that they carri ed t he same weight 
as f i ve of t he original Ayres i t ems. 
Turner9 made a similar study of financial practi ces in the counties 
of t he Southern St ates but used only s ix items . Adam.slO in one of the 
most intricate studi es of educati onal eff iciency made use of t hirty- six 
items in his anal ysis of the counties of Kentucky. Si nce all of these 
studies again involved educational eff ici ency as opposed to educational 
opportunity, they are not reported in detail. They do serveg however , 
to indicate the number of items usually used in the determination of a 
composite index such as that to be used in the present study. 
9H. L. Turner, Tentative Standards for the Distri bution of 
Expendi tures in County School Systems in""t'Fie South (Nashville;-1929). 
lOJesse E. Adams,! Stu(y in~ Equalization of Educational 
Opportuniti es~ Kentucky Lexingtong 1928). 
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Only a few studies have been made which speci f i cal ly proposed to 
measure educational opportunit y and most of these have been at either 
the s tate or nat i onal leve l . Thus, in 19h3, t he Educational Conference 
Board of New York State11 r eported a st udy which compar ed the resul t s 
obtai ned in the schools of New York at various levels of expenditure . 
The study was undertaken by t he Committee on State Aid of the Educa-
t ional Confer ence oard as a companion study to "An Improved System 
of State School Finance" published in 19400 It was specifical ly 
designed to show the impr oved results obtained when the l evel of 
expenditure is higher and thus ser ved as an effe ctive instr ument i n 
attempts t o l ift t he l evel of support . The s tudy is unique in that 
it did not deal wi th statistical data but went dir ectl y into the 
schoolroom t o look at prac t ices recognized by educational l eaders as 
i ndicati ve of good educational policy and methodo Schools were divid-
ed i nto t hree groups on t he basis of expenditure per student and wer e 
evaluated i n terms of several criteria in each of the f ollowing areas: 
1. Reading, writingj arithmetic. 
2. Basic knowledge for Americans 
3. Learning to think 
4. Exploring pupils ' abilities 
5. The growth of character 
6. Health and safety of children 
7. Homes for America 
B. The world of work 
11New York Educational Conference Board, What Education Our 
Money ·Buys (Albany, 19h3 ). 
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9. Developing citi zens 
10. Regard for the individual 
11. The school and community 
12. The teacher and the school 
The results of the study demonstrated conclusively that the 
number and qual ity of desirable practices increased significantly 
wi th i ncrease i n the level of support of the several sc hoolso 
I n 1946 the National ducation Association and the American Coun-
cil on Educationl2 re leased a stud dealing with the educational 
opportunities present i n the forty-eight states . This study, like 
the New York State st dy, divided the school s into three l evels of 
expenditure and repor t ed on the opport unities present in schools 
of each expenditure l eve l . Again opportunity was fond to increase 
s ignificantly with i ncr ease in the level of expenditure. The study 
was a frank plea f or federal aid in the equalizati on of educat i onal 
opportunity and used per cent of chil dr en (ages 5-17) not i n any 
school, per cent of selectees (May to September 1941) who were 
illiterate, expendi t ure pe r cl assroom, and similar statis t ics t o 
demonstrate the l evel of opportunity pr ese nt i n the var ious states . 
The latest study of thi s nat ure was that of Fr ances Rumrne1113 
reported i n 1955 . Rurmnell r eported the r e l ative standing of each 
of the forty- eight states on the basis of fi nancial support f or 
12 J. K. Norton and E. s. Lawl er, Unfinished Business in American 
Education ( ashington, D. c. , 1946 ) . 
13Frances Rummell!' 11 How Your State Ranks i n Education!' " Look, 
September 20, 1955. p . 74-75. 
educ ation, the status of teacher~ and the results obtained b y the 
s chools. Since it is the latest of suc h studies and is direc tly 
concerned with the measurement ofe:iuc a tional opportunity, the com 
set o f criteria used by Ru mmell is given immediately belowo 
Fin ancial supp ort: 
l o Money spent per pupil in 1 9~0-19~1. 
2 o Money s pent per classroom in 1949-1950 0 
3 o Average value of pub lic-school prope rty per pupil for 
l9u9-195 0 o 
Teac her status: 
lo Classroom teac hers 1 salarieso 
2 o Perc ent age of elementar y teacher s with fewer than four 
years of collegeo 
Results obtained : 
lo Percentage of popu l a tion 25 years or older with fewer 
than five years of s c ho oling a s of 1950 . 
2 . Percenta e of selecti v e service person nel who f ailed 
Armed Force s qualifi c ation t ests from J uly 1950 to 
J une 1 9510 
3o Pe rce nta e of l9l.i3- l 944 f i fth grade pupils who com-
p leted high school i n 1050-195 1. 
To dat e ~ no s imilar s tudy has be e n made f or a ny s t ate school 
sys t em wi th the county as the reporting uni to 
- S~ nce ~ he maj or problem of this s tud y was the deter minati on 
relationship s be t ween educ a tion al opp ortuni t y and economic well- b , 
it became necessary to ident ify tho s e measures of educ a t ional opp 
tuni ty whic h were t o e u sed t hroughout t he r emainder of t he stud; 
Tho s e measures which were selec ted are: 
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1. Total ADA ( elementary and high school)per high school distr ict. 
2. Aver age number of Car negie units offered in senior high schools. 
J . Expenditure from local f unds per pupil in ADA 
4. Average cl assroom teac her 's salary. 
5. Per cent of persons 14-17 years of age in schoolo 
6. Per cent of high school enrollment 1951-1952 enrolled in 
college 1955-1956 , 
Suffici ency and Accuracy of the Data 
The question arises as to the suffi cienc of the six items listed 
above as i ndicat ors of the educational opportuni ty a vail able in a 
county. As pr eviously noted, Ayres made use of ten items, Br own 
used t hirteen, Dawson and Ferrell used six and t he most recent st udy 
by Rummell used eight. However , with one exception, these studies 
were di rected t oward the measur ement of educational efficiency and as 
a result included several financ ial items not cons idered necessary in 
the current study. It would seem t hat t he six items ident ified are 
sufficientJ provided i t can l:e de monstrated t hat each contributes 
something signi ficant to t he study and that each can accurat ely be 
determined. 
Concerning t he accuracy of t his type of data t he following 
quotation from Dr. Ayres i s appropriate : 
Fortunately the data used are of a high degree of 
accuracy as compar ed with most ot her sort s of mass 
statis t ics. Dat a for school att endance ar e gathered 
at their source daily in set forms by people ho are 
paid for t heir work and t hey are compiled in per manent 
offices by paid empl oyees. Something of t he same condi-
t i ons maintain with respect t o f i gures f or the 
publ i c school expenditure s . There ar e few other kinds 
of data of co mparable sort f or which so much may be 
claimed on the side of re l iabili t y. As compared with 
censuses of populat ion, occupation~ or manufacturers, 
or government dat a on agr i cul ture , or st r ength returns 
for the Arrrry, Navy and Marine Corps , the data f or school 
at tendance and gross expenditures are certainly i n the 
lead in the matt er of accuracy . As compared with data 
for the r esults of phychological t ests or measurement s 
of cl assr£em products t hey are almost i ndef initely more 
re l iable. 
The data used in this report were certainly as reliable as 
those used by Ayres. The onl y place for error would seem t o be 
i n the two t r anscriptions t hat have taken place between their 
origi nal compi l ation in the local district and thei r publication in 
t he offici al publications of t he State Department of Education of 
Oklahoma. Further such relat ed stat istics as enrollments , enumera-
t i ons, and ADA ' s are re por ted separat ely so t ha t any gross error in 
any one would certai nly be r eflected in its obvious disagr eeme nt 
with t he ot her data. 
Measure 1 - Tot al A.DA per High School District 
Dawsonl5 has recommended, as a minimum s tandard for attendance 
20 
units, 245 pupils for the 7~9 type of organizati on and 219 pupils f or 
14Ayres, An Index Number for State School Systems, p. 310 
l5Howard A. Dawson 9 Satisfactory Local School Units, George 
Peabody College for Teachers (Nashv.1lle, l9J4J. 
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the 7-12 type of organi zation. This recommendation r eceived further 
support from an Oklahoma study16 which arrived at es senti ally the sane 
concl usions . School authorities feel quite strongly that a small hi gh 
school cannot possibly off er some types of school opportunities which 
are present in the l arger systems. True, there is probably an optimum 
size for the high school attendance unit, but thi s is far greater than 
t hose with which the pr esent study is concerned. For this reason, the 
total ADA (elementary and high school) divided by the number of high 
school distr i cts maintained in the county was taken as one measure of 
t he educational opport unity afforded by the county. It should be 
pointed out that this figure i s not directly comparabl e with the mini -
mum standards quoted previously as the latter figure i s for high 
school pupils only . The net result is t hat the fi gure used for this 
study is greater by the r atio of the total ADA t o the high school ADA. 
This fa ct or has been determined to be f airly constant for the state of 
Oklahoma and the use of it eliminates some of the difficul ties due to 
di fferences i n the j unior high school - senior high school st r uctures i n 
different school distri cts. 
Measure 2 - Aver age number of Carnegie units 
This statisti c reflects more clear ly than any other the s tudent ' s 
opportunity t o participate in a broad range of experi ences whi le i n 
16oklahoma Study of local School Unit s (J. Andrew Holl ey9 Director) 9 
Study of Local School Units ~ Oklahoma (Oklahoma. City, 1937) 9 p. 93 . 
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school . It is i ncluded for t his r eason0 In arr iving at t he value to 
be used i t was important t o consi der not only the number of Car negie 
un ' ts offer ed but also the num er of students who wer e able to take 
advant age of the off eringo For this reason the number of students in 
each school was mult i plied by the number of uni t s offer ed in the s choolj 
t he r esulting figure was summed for the county and the value arrived 
at divided by t he total number of high school students in the county. 
The high school ADA was used as statistically more significant than 
either the high school enrollment or enumeration. Neither of these 
f i rst two measures wer e used by any of the studies previously reported . 
Measure 3 - Expenditur es f r om Local FLlilds per Child in ADA 
Thi s or a simil ar j statist i c has been used in most previous 
studies. It is designed to i ndi cate the ab i lity and wi l l i ngnes s of 
the local distri c t to support its schools. The figure can be reliably 
determined by di viding t he total county school i ncome f rom local 
sour ces by t he tot al count y ADA o Since t hi s s tudy i s concer ned wi t h 
educational opportunit y it was deemed des i r able t o omit ot her i t ems 
of a f i nanc i al nat ure despite the f act t hat val uations per ADA and 
expenditures per classroom have been frequentl y used i n ear l i er works . 
Measure 4 ~ Average Sa lary of Classroom Teachers 
It i s generally recogni zed that "poor t eachers make poor school so 11 
A school cannot be good unl ess i t has good t eacher s. The wel l-pai d 
teacher t endsj i n ter ms of exper i ence , preparat ion, and recent and 
conti nuous study 1 t o be a bett er t eacher. A l arge percentage of t he 
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schools expenditures go for teacher salaries and it has been shown 
previously that total expenditur es per pupil are cl osely r el ated t o 
the qualitie s of a s chool system which educ ator s consider character ist ic 
of gocrl educationo17 For the se re asons , teache r s ' salar ies were con-
sider ed one measure of educational opportunit y. The figure used in 
t his study was determined by dividing the total expenditure in a 
county fo r salari es of classroom teachers by the total number of such 
teachers i n the county. Per cent of t eachers without degrees or with 
Master ' s degrees are f requent l y used i n studies of this nature , but 
the var iati on t hroughout Okl ahoma was found to be so small as to 
cont r ibute little of significance t o t he s tudy. 
Measure 5 - Per Cent of Persons 14-17 years of Age in School . 
The se data are taken from t he County arrl Ci ty Data Book for 1952 
and are reported from the general censu s of 1950. They are based on 
a twenty per cent s ampl e and refer only to regular enrollments in 
schools or colleges leading to a di ploma or degree . As such the data 
are probably not a s reliable as some of the other data. Nevertheless , 
they are included here because of the undoubted significance of t he 
i nformation they contai n. It is implied in the use of these data that 
a school system is not affording any opportunities to pupils who are 
not enrolled in the schoolo The rer cent of rersons over t wenty-fi ve 
17New York Educati onal Confer ence Board . What Education Our 
Money Buys (Albany, 1943) . 
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wh o have more or less than some given level of educati on is sonetimes 
used as an i t em in a study of thi s nature o However, Oklah oma is a 
young state and has seen a l arge amount of migrationo It therefore 
seems inadvisable to place t he responsibil i ty for the educati on of 
peopl e over t he age of twenty - five with the county in which they 
presently r esi dea 
Measure 6 - Per Cent of High School Enrollment 1951-1942 
Enrolled in College 1955-1956 
The 1951-1952 h~h s chool enro llnirnt constitutes the class es 
which would be in the colleges in 1955-1956 providing we had a s t able 
flow of students from high school to the colleges a There are many 
f actors which have aff ected t he stabi lity of t he student flow in-
cluding t he Korean War, the nearness of coll eges, short t erm economic 
conditi ons and other factorso However , most of these would affect 
all of the counties in the same manner and relative r anks woul d be 
undisturbedo As a r esul t ~ the per cent of the 1951-1952 enrollroo nt 
which attended college in 1955-1956 was t aken as an i ndicat i on of 
the degree to which the local school has prepared the pupil for 
college and instilled an interest in or desi re for continued educa-
tion. In the actual computation, high school ADA was used instead 
of enrollment because of the frequent dunlication of enrollment 
figures .. 
Each of these six measures has been calculated for each of the 
counties of Oklahoma and has been recorded, along with the rank of 
each county in Tabl e s I through VI. In Table V far ~ asure 5, t:00 
data are imcomple te fo r four countie s o The r anks shown f or these 
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counties ( Cimarron, Ellis , Harper , a nd Hughes) was t aken as the average 
r ank f or each of t he count i es on the other f ive rre asures . Little , if 
any , err or i s int r oduc ed by this pr ocedure s i nce t he co unties f all in 
the middl e one - t hird on the bas i s of t he compos i te r ank of educational 
opportunity and as such are not used i n the statisti cal a nalysi s whi ch 
compr i se s t he body of t he study. 
The Composite Index of Educational Opportunity 
Educational opportunit y for the purpos es of this s tudy has been 
def i ned i n ter ms of s i x quant i tative ne asures. These are : (1) total 
ADA pe r high school di stri c t ; (2 ) aver age numb er of Car negie uni t s 
offered; (3) ex:p3nditur es from loc al funds per chil d in ADA; (4) aver-
age s al ar y of classr oom teachers; (S) per cent of :p3 rsons 14 t o 17 
years of a ge i n school; and (6) per cent of high school enr ollment 
1951-19$2 in coll ege 1955- 19$6 . I n order t o investigate th:! rela -
t i onship between educational opportunity and economi c wel l - be i ng , i t 
became necessary to co mbi ne the six measures into a si ngl e composi te 
index. This may be done in several ways . 
In arriving at hi s i ndex, Ayres us ed an arbitrary figure of 
one hundred and so multiplied each measure by a constant that would 
make the mean value comparable to t his standard. The final index was 
then one- tenth of the sum of the ten separate indexes thus arri ved at. 
Brown used essential l y the same technique but made use of thirteen 
items instead of the ten used by Ayres. Assuming normal distributions, 
this procedure assigns equal weight to e ach of the several i tems 
except for the err or i ntroduced by urequal measures of variability. 
TABIE I 26 
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE, GRADES ONE THRO UGH TWELVE, DIVID~ BY NUMBER 
OF HIGH SCHOOL DISTRI CTS, 1953-1954, BY COUNTY 8 
County No . of Rank County Noo of Rank 
Di stricts Districts 
Adair 448 25 leFlore 375 36 
Al f al f a 187 73 Li ncoln 318 48 
Atoka 344 42 Logan 546 16 
Beaver 180 75 Love 188 71.5 
Beckman 338 43 McClai n 316 49 
Blaine 263 61 McCurtain 439 26 
Bryan 321 46 McIntosh 294 51 
Caddo 375 36 Major 259 62 
Canadi an 501 18.5 Marshal l 598 ll 
Carter 548 15 Mayes 564 14 
Uher okee 898 6 MUITay 396 30 
Choct aw 394 31.,5 Muskogee 689 9 
Cimarron 173 76 Nobl e 288 55 
Clevel and 1360 3 Nowata 365 40 
Coal 225 65 Okfuskee 281 56 
Comanche 1038 4 Oklahoma. 4322 1 
Cotton 376 34 Olanulgee 499 20 
Cr aig 323 45 Osage 289 54 
Creek 527 17 Ottawa 813 7 
Custer 475 23 Pawnee 292 52 
Delaware 389 33 Payne 648 0 
Dewey 266 60 Pittsburg 501 18.5 
Ellis 258 63 Pontotoc 450 24 
Garfi eld 586 12 Pottawat omie 495 21 
Garvin 579 13 Pushmat aha 275 58 
Grady 368 39 Roger Mills 186 74 
Gr ant 188 71. 5 Rogers 430 27 
Greer 242 64 Seminole 394 31. 5 
Harmor1 216 68 Sequoyah 482 22 
Harper 224 66 Stephens 795 8 
Haskell 421 28 Texas 271 59 
Hughes 319 47 Ti llman 279 57, 
Jackson 291 53 Tulsa 2975 2 
Jeff er eon 207 70 Wagone r 400 29 
Johnston 172 77 Washington 1003 5 
Kay 373 38 Washi ta 210 69 
Ki ngfisher 220 67 Wood s 33 7 44 
Kiowa 348 41 Woodward 299 50 
Latimer 375 36 
18oklahoma State Depart ment of Public I nstruction, Twenty-Fifth 
Bi enni al Repor t (Oklahoma City, 1954) . 
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rABLE II 
A VER.AGE NUMBER OF CARNEGIE UNIT S OF ACCREDITATIO~ FER HIGH SCHOOL 
STUD ENT , 1953-1954, BY CO UNTY 9 
County Units Rank County Unit s Rank 
Adai r 33o0 26.5 LeFlore 3lo9 29 
Alfalfa 25.7 64.5 Lincoln 28.8 so 
Atoka 25. 1 72 .5 Logan 33.2 24. S 
Beaver 26. 4 61 Love 22. 5 76 
Beckman 22. tl 75 McClain 29.9 42 
Blaine 27 . 0 56. S cCurtain 30.0 4o .5 
Bryan 30. 1 39 McIntosh 21:> .l 53 
Caddo 31.6 33 Major 25.3 70. 5 
Canadian 46 .6 6 Marshall 31.7 31 
Carter 27 .o 56.S Mayes 36. 4 18 
Cher okee 42 . J 10 Murray 29.2 47 
Choctaw J0 .3 37.5 Muskogee 47. 4 5 Cirrarron 25.7 64.S Noble 31. 7 31 
Cleveland 40.3 12 Nowat a 29.5 45 
Coal 25. 3 70. 5 Okfuskee 30.7 36 
Comanche 38.6 15 Oklahoma 64.6 1 
Cot t on 29. 8 43 Okmulgee 33 . 0 26. 5 
Craig 29 .4 46 Osage 28.9 49 
Creek 37. 7 16 Ottawa 35.7 19 
Cus ter 37 . 3 17 Pawnee 33 .3 23 
Delawar e 31. 7 31 Payne 46.2 7 
Dewey 25.5 68 Pitt sburg 47. 8 4 
Elli s 26. 8 60 Pontot oc 32 . 9 28 
Garfield 43.2 9 Pottawatomie 41. 5 11 
Garvin 34.9 20.s Pushmataha 250 A 66.5 
Gr ady 34.9 20. s Roger Mills 20 .2 77 
Grant 27 .7 54 Rogers 31. 3 34 
Greer 25.4 69 Seminole 40.0 13 
Harmon 27 . 6 55 Sequoyah 30.3 37. 5 
Harper 26. 9 58.5 Step hens 38 . 8 14 
Haskell 28 . 4 52 Texas 30. 8 35 
Hughes 29.0 48 Tillman 25.6 66 .5 
Jackson 26.9 58.S Tulsa 58.4 2 
Jefferson 26.1 62 Wagoner 29 . 6 44 
Johnston 23. 3 74 Washington 41:> . 1 3 
Kay 46.1 8 Washit a 25.1 72 .5 
Ki ngfisher 25. 8 63 Woods 34.7 22 
Ki owa 30.0 40. 5 Woodward 33 . 2 24. 5 
Latimer 28. 5 51 
19oklahorna Stat e Depar tment of Public Ins t ructi on, Annual Bulletin 
for Elerrentary and Secondary School s (Oklahoma City, 195 4). 
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TABIE I II 
Tar AL EXPENDITURES FROM LOCAL FUNDS PER 
1954, BY COUNTY20 
PUPIL IN ADA, 195.3 · 
Count y $ Rank County $ Rank 
Adair 34.58 77 Le Flore 55.99 69 
Alfalf a 265.58 5 Lincoln 125.1 33 
Atoka 70.36 64 Logan 147 .89 21 
Beaver 360.66 2 Love 96. 85 49 
Beckman 139. 79 24 McClain tl7.54 60 
Blaine 154.89 ltl McCurtain 40.65 74 
Br yan 75.56 71 McIntosh 55. 87 70 
Caddo 96.41 50 Major 159. 71 17 
Canadian l4d . 27 20 Marshall 96.39 51 
Carter 90 . 48 54 Mayes 62.06 67 
Cher okee 39.80 75 MuITay 138.34 27 
Choctaw 54.22 71 Muskogee 89.43 57 
Cirr.arron 303. 22 3 oble 23 8.81 7 
Cleveland 98.21 45 Nowata 102. 41 42 
Coal 89. 88 55 Okfuskee 100.90 43 
Comanche 112 .42 36 Oklahoma 154.61 19 
Cott on 116. 30 35 Olanulgee 88. 21 59 
Craig 132. 21 29 Osage 178.57 15 
Cr eek 97 . 81 49 ottawa 98. 90 46 
Custer 144 . 93 22 Pawnee 110. 28 38 
Delaware 3h.80 76 Payne 138.14 28 
Dewey 131. 95 30 Pittsburg 68.36 65 
Ellis 195.13 11 Pon totoc 96. 96 48 
Garf i el d 198. 56 10 Pottawatomie 90. e2 53 
Garvin 108.04 39 Pushmataha 70.94 63 
Grady 126.86 32 Roger Mills 138.64 26 
Gr ant 290. 00 4 Rogers 88074 58 
Greer 119 . 61 34 Seminole 89.60 56 
Harmon 105. 75 40 Sequoyah 41. 44 73 
Harper 213 . 55 9 Stephens 98 . 48 44 
Haskell 48. 30 72 Texas 377 .57 1 
Hughe s 94. 16 52 Tillman 128. 14 31 
Jackson 105. 38 41 Tulsa 181. 81 14 
Jefferson 112. 37 37 Wagoner 65. BJ 66 
Johnston 75. 47 62 Washingt on 170.24 16 
Kay 187. 60 12 Washita 139.45 25 
Ki ngf i s her 264. 10 6 Wood s 217 .13 8 
Kiowa 142. 67 23 Woodward 185. 21 13 
Latimer 57 .. 79 68 
20okl ahoma State Departne nt of Publ ic I nstruct i on, Twenty-Fi f th 
Bi enni al Report (Oklahoma Ci ty j 1954) . 
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TABLE IV 
MEAN SALARY OF CLASSROOM TEACHER S, 1953-195~ BY COUNTY~1 
County Rank County Rank 
Adair 3120 73 Le Fl ore 3247 42 
Alfalfa 3358 11 Lincoln 3245 43 
Atoka 3236 so Logan 3273 33 
Beaver 3143 70 Love 3179 66 
Beckman 3296 26 McClain 3260 38 
Blaine 3337 14 McCurtain 3208 61 
Bryan 3303 23 McIntosh 3177 67 
Caddo 3216 56 Ma jor 3214 57 
Canadian 3361 10 Marshall 3301 24 
Carter 3278 31 Mayes 3242 46o 5 
Cher okee 3093 75o5 MuITay 331 8 17 
Choctaw 3238 49 Muskogee 3346 13 
Cimarron 3149 69 Noble 3263 36 
Cl eveland 3398 7 owat a 3266 35 
Coal 31 "0 74 Okfuskee 3253 39 
Comanche 3321 15 Oklahoma 3530 3 
Cotton 323.5 51. 5 Olonul gee 3300 2.5 
Craig 3233 54 Osage 3249 41 
Creek 3289 29 Ottawa 3314 20 
Custer 3306 21. 5 Pawnee 33o6 2lo5 
Delaware 3211 5e.,5 Payne 3427 4 
Dewey 3274 32 Pitt sburg 3209 6o 
Elli s 33 79 9 Pontotoc 3235 51.5 
Garfield 3241 48 Pottawat onde 3320 16 
Garvin 3243 45 Pµsamataha 3137 72 
Grady 3291 28 Roger Mills 3093 75.5 
Grant 3357 12 Rogers 3161 68 
Greer 3252 40 Sendnole 3234 53 
Harmon 3317 18 Sequoyah 3076 77 
Harper 3139 71 Stephens 3466 6 
Haskel l 3197 63 Texas 3288 30 
Hughes 3262 37 Tillman 3211 58o 5 
Jackson 3242 46o5 Tulsa 3823 1 
Jefferson 3200 62 Wagomr 3181 65 
Johnston 3183 64 Washington 3381 8 
Kay 3596 2 Washit a 3227 55 
Ki ngfisher 3293 27 Woods 3268 34 
Kiowa 341.5 5 Wocxiward 3316 19 
Latiroor 3244 44 
2loklahoma State Department of Publ ic Instruction, Twenty -Fifth 
Rie~ Report (Oklahoma City, 1954 ). 
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TABIE V 
PER CENT OF PERSONS 14-17 YEARS OF A~~ 
ENROLLED IN SCHOOL, 1950, BY OO UNTY 
County Per cent Rank County Per cent Rank 
Adair 80o3 69 Le Flore 82 .2 64 
Alfalf a 95 . 3 3o5 Lincoln 86.7 24.5 
Atoka 76o7 73 Logan 87.7 24.5 
Beaver 92 o4 6 Love 82. 8 63 
Beckman 82.1 65 McClain 860 9 33 
Blaine 90 .6 9.5 McCurtain 81.1 67.S 
Bryan 88. 2 20.5 McIntos h 79. 7 70 
Caddo 85.6 45 Maj or 86.9 33 
Canadian 89.0 16 Marshall 86.1 42. 5 
Carter 87.6 27 Mayes 87 .5 29 
Cherokee 77 .s 72 Murray 85.2 46.S 
Choctaw 85.9 41 Muskogee 87.7 24oS 
Cim arron * 46 Noble 96.3 2 
Cleveland 90ol 12 Nowata 90.6 9.S 
Coal 84.6 49.5 Okfuskee 86.6 J lj 
Comanche 79. J 71 Oklahoma 8805 19 
Cotton 87.0 31 Olanulgee 83. 7 55 
Craig 83.1 60 Osage 88. 2 20.s 
Creek 89.9 13 . 5 ottawa 83.4 56 
Custer 86.3 40 Pawnee 88. 1 22 
Delaware 86.9 33 Payne 8tj .6 17.S 
Dewey 98.o 1 Pitt sburg 83. 3 58 
Ellis1:- 39 Pontotoc 86.5 39 
Garfield 83.8 54 Pottawatonde 89.2 15 
Garvin 84 .1 51 Pushmataha 83. 3 58 
Grady 84 . 6 49. 5 Roger Mills 92.2 7 
Grant 95. 3 3 r'. 0 - Rogers 86. 7 36 
Greer 85.2 46.5 Seminole 89.9 13. 5 
Harmon 82. 0 66 Sequoyah 82 . 9 61.s 
Harper ~..i- 46 Stephens 87.6 27 
Haskell 83.3 S8 Texas 84. 0 52. 5 
Hughes* 32.2 48.5 Ti llman 86. 7 36 
Jackson 86. 1 42 . 5 Tulsa 88. 6 17. 5 
Jefferson 84. 0 s2.s Wagoner 82.9 61.5 
Johnston 81. 0 67.5 Washington 84.7 48 
Kay 90. 5 11 Washita 87. 3 30 
Kingfisher 94.4 5 Woods 86. 2 41 
Kiowa 87. 9 23 Woo dwar d 91.7 8 
Latiroor 87. 6 27 
*Average rank for county i n other five me a sure s. 
22u. s. Bureau of the Census , County and Cit y Data Book 
(Washi ngton, D. C. , 1953 ). 
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T LE VI 
PER CENT OF HIGH SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 1951-1952 ENROLLED IN OKLAHOMA 
STATE SUPPORTED COLLIDES 1955-1956, BY COUNTY23 
County Count y 
Adair 23.9 41.5 LeFlore 15oO 73 
Alfalfa 36.3 12 Lincoln 18.5 59.5 
Atoka 18.1 61 Logan 27.1 25 
Beaver 40. 9 9 Love 14.1 75 
Beckman 18.5 59.5 McClain 21.5 47 
Blaine 20 . 0 52 McCurtain 19.6 53 
Bryan 34.9 11 McIntosh 19.4 55 
Caddo 20.2 so Major 26.4 29 .5 
Canadian 21. 7 45 Marshall 35.1 13 
Carter 26.5 27 Mayes 17,3 66 
Cherokee 42.5 8 Murray 25.6 21 
Choctaw 19.0 57 Muskogee 24.9 38 
Cirrarron 32.2 19 oble 26.4 29.5 
Cleveland 71.9 1 Nowata 11.2 77 
Coal 23.9 41. 5 Okfuskee 17. 4 64.5 
Comanche 46. 4 7 Oklahoma 32.S 18 
Cotton 16.9 68 Olanulgee 25.8 33 
Cr aig 19.S 54 Osage 21.6 46 
Creek 16.6 69 Ottawa 30.1 20 
Custer 38 .2 10 Pawnee 19o2 56 
Del awar e 11. 9 76 Payne 50.9 3 
Dewey 22.5 43 Pit t sburg 34.o 16 
El lis 20.1 51 Pontot oc 47o 7 6 
Garfiel d 24.5 39 . 5 Potta atomie 17. 6 63 
Garvin 27. 2 24 Pushma taha 21. 3 48 
Grady 32. 9 17 Ro ger Mi lls 26o4 29 o5 
Grant 37 .1 11 Roger s 17.7 62 
Greer 15.9 70 Seminole 24. 5 39o 5 
Harmon 25o7 34 Sequoyah 15. 5 72 
Harper 26. 9 26 Stephens 2100 49 
Haskell 17. 0 67 Texas 56.2 2 
Hughes 1806 58 Tillman 22 .0 44 
Jackson 25.2 37 Tulsa 17o4 64.5 
Jeff erson 15.6 71 Wagoner ll o4 74 
Johnston 270 8 23 Washington 28 . 2 22 
Kay 34.6 150 Washit a 26.4 29.5 
Kingfisher 26. 2 32 Wooo.s 49. 3 4 
Kiowa 25.3 36 Woodward 25.5 35 
Latiner 48ol 5 
23oklahoma Stat e Regents for Higher Education, Eighth Biennial 
Repor t (Oklahoma Ci t y , 1956 ) . 
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For exampl e, t eacher salaries may vary t hrough a range of plus or 
minus ten percent while the number of units of study offered may 
vary through a range of plus or minus one hundred i:;er cent or more 
Counties r anking near the mean would receive equal weights for these 
two items while counties ranking high or l ow would r eceive quite differ-
ent weights for the two i terns . 
To correct this situation, Ferrell arrl others have adopted the 
procedure of reducing all items to standard scores which are then 
directly additive and result in equal weights for the several items. 
Barton and Phillips have shown that approximately the s a roo result s 
are obtained by rank methods. Each of these researchers reduc ed 
preliminary measures to relative ranks for each county or dis t r i c t 
being used. The final index i s then determined b summing the 
indexes of t he i ndividual items. The latter method is di rect, result s 
in equal weights for the s ame relative standi ng on any of the measures 
and i s ther efore the ll'E thod whi ch has been adopted for t he present 
s t udy . Table VI I , pages 31.i 36, shows the rank of each county on each 
of the i t ems used, the total of the se r anks , and the f i nal composite 
r ank. The composite r ank was arrived at by assigni ng t he rank of one 
~o t he count y with t he l owest total , and so forth . Si nc e t he ge ogr aphi -
cal location of t he counties scoring high or low on t he i ndex of educa-
tional opportunity may be of irrunediate s igni f icance to per sons acquainted 
with the state j this i nformation i s shown graphi cal l y i n Figure l j page 
37. The pl us sign (+) i ndicates a county in the upper one - t hird on 
the composite rank of educational oppor tunity while count i es des i gnated 
by a mi nus sign ( - ) were i n t he l ower one t hi r d on the index . Finallyj 
Table VII I , page 38, s hows t he countie s listed i n the order of thei r 
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rank on t he basis of t he composite index of educational opportunit y 0 
The Measurement of Economic Well-Being 
As was indicated in Chapter I , th:! r elationship between economic 
wel l-being and educational opportunit y for an individual has been 
rather extensively investigated . This is not the case for t he rela-
tionship between the two quantities when the uni t is a large geo-
graphical, political, or economic group instead of the indi vidual. 
With the exception of the work done by Charles Johnson24 and Harold 
E Clar~5 there has been little recorded stuiy of the relationship 
between level of educati on and economic advancemento In these s t udies, 
which are considered in more detail in Chapter I II, no attempt i s made 
t o develop an index of economic well -being. The procedure has always 
been to identify cert ain statistical items which are t aken as indica-
tive of economic we l l - be i ng and to consider each of these separ ately 
to determine how they f luctuate with changes i n the l evel of educ ati on 
in t he socie t i es or groups being consider ed. 
Indexes of economic well-being have, of c ourse, been developed. 
An exampl e is t he "Farm Oper ator Level of Living Index" used by the 
U. s. Bureau of the Census i n t heir statistical r eports . This index 
of economic well~being f or f armers in t he c ounties of t he United States 
is based upon f our quanti ta ti ve f actors. These ar e : ( 1 ) per cent of 
farms wi t h electri ci ty, (2) per cent of f arms wi t h telephones, 
24charles Johnson, Education and t re Cultural Crisis ( New York, 
1951) 0 
25Harold Fo Clar k, Education steps up Living Standards, p. 17. 
TABLE vn 
RELATIVE RANK ON EACH CF THE MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY, TOTAL 
RANK, AND COMPOSITE RANK , BY COUNTY 
County Measure of Educ ati onal Oppor tunity 'l'otal Composit e 
l 2 3 4 5 © Rank Rank 
Adair 25 26.5 77 73 69 41.5 312 64 
Alfalfa 73 64.5 5 11 3. 5 12 169 19 
Atoka 42 72. 5 64 so 73 61 362 . 5 73 
Beaver 75 61 2 70 6 9 223 37 
Beckham 43 75 24 26 65 59.5 292.s 61 
Blaine 61 56. 5 18 lli 9. 5 52 211 33 
Br yan 46 39 61 23 20.5 14 203.5 30 
Caddo 36 33 so 56 45 so 270 4 
Canadian 18.5 6 20 10 16 45 115.5 7 
Carter 15 56. 5 54 31 27 27 210.5 32 
Cherokee 6 10 75 75. 5 72 8 246. 5 43 
Choctaw 3L 5 37 . 5 71 49 44 57 290 59 
Cimarron 76 64 .5 3 69 (46)a 19 277 .5 52 
Cleveland 3 12 45 7 12 1 80 3 
Coal 65 70. 5 55 74 49.5 4L 5 355 . 5 72 
Comanche 4 15 36 15 71 7 148 11.5 
Cot ton 34 43 35 51.5 31 68 262.5 45 
Cr aig 45 46 29 54 60 54 28b 57 
Creek 17 16 49 29 13.5 69 193.5 27 
Custer 23 17 22 21.5 40 10 133. 5 8 
Delaware 33 31 76 se.5 33 76 307 . 5 63 
Dewey 60 68 30 32 43 234 41 
Ellis 63 60 11 9 (39)a 51 233 40 
Garfield 12 9 10 4b 54 39.5 172.5 20. 5 
Garvin 13 20. 5 39 45 51 2J.i 192.5 26 l..u 
.i::--
TABLE VII (Cont i nued ) 
:r; 
Grady 39 20.s 32 28 49 .S 17 186 24 
Grant 71.S 54 4 12 3.S 11 1S6 15 
Greer 64 69 34 40 46.5 70 323. 5 67 
·Harmon 68 55 40 18 66 34 281 54 . 5 
Harper 66 58. 5 9 71 (46)a 26 ?76. 5 50. 5 
Haskell 28 52 72 63 58 67 340 69 
Hughes 47 48 52 37 (41::l .S)a 58 290. 5 60 
Jackson SJ 5e. s 41 46.5 42.5 37 278 .5 53 
Jefferson 70 62 37 62 52. 5 71 354. 5 71 
Johnston 77 74 62 64 67 . 5 23 367. 5 76 
Kay 38 8 12 2 11 15 86 4 
Kingfis her 67 63 6 27 5 32 200 29 
Ki owa 41 40.5 23 5 23 36 168.5 18 
Latimer 36 51 68 44 27 ;> 231 39 
Le Flore 36 29 69 42 64 73 313 65 
Lincoln 48 So 33 43 36 59 . 5 369.S 48 
Logan 16 24. 5 21 33 24.5 25 144 9 
Love 71. 5 76 49 66 63 75 400 . s 77 
McClai n 49 42 60 3tl 33 47 269 46 .5 
McCurtain 26 40.5 74 61 67.S 53 322 66 
McIntosh 51 53 70 67 70 55 366 75 
Ma j or 62 10.5 17 57 33 29 .5 269 46 .5 
Marshall 11 31 51 24 42. 5 13 172 . 5 20.5 
Mayes 14 18 67 46.5 29 66 240. 5 42 
Mur r ay 30 47 27 17 46. 5 21 181::l . 5 25 
5 57 13 24. 5 38 146.5 w Muskogee 9 10 V, 
Noble 55 31 7 36 2 29.5 160 .5 16 
TABIE VII (Continued) 
,§) 
Nowata 40 45 42 35 9.5 77 24e .5 44 
Okfuskee 56 36 43 39 38 64.5 276.5 50.5 
Oklahoma 1 1 19 3 19 18 61 1 
Okmul gee 20 26.5 59 25 55 33 218. 5 35 
Osage 54 49 15 41 20. 5 46 225 . 5 38 
Ottawa 7 19 46 20 56 20 168 17 
Pawnee 52 23 38 21. 5 22 56 212. 5 34 
Payne 10 7 2e 4 17. 5 3 69. 5 2 
Pi t t sburg 18. 5 4 65 60 58 16 221.5 36 
Pontot oc 24 28 48 51. 5 39 6 196. 5 28 
Pottawat omi e 21 11 53 16 15 63 179 22 
Pushmat aha 58 66.5 63 72 58 4e 365.S 74 
Roger Mi ll s 74 77 26 15.s 7 29.5 289 58 
Rogers 27 34 58 68 36 62 285 56 
Seminole 31.5 13 56 53 13. 5 39. 5 206.5 31 
Sequoyah 22 37 .5 73 77 61.5 72 343 70 
Stephen s 8 14 44 6 27 49 14e 11.5 
Texas 59 35 1 30 52 .5 2 179.5 23 
Tillman 57 66. 5 31 58.S 36 44 293 62 
Tulsa 2 2 14 1 17. 5 64. 5 101 5 
Wagoner 29 44 66 65 61.5 74 339.5 68 
Washi ngt on 5 3 16 8 48 22 102 6 
Wa shi t a 69 72 . 5 25 55 30 29.5 281 54. 5 
Woods 44 22 8 34 41 4 153 14 
Woodward 50 24. 5 13 19 8 35 149.5 13 
aData f o r t his s tat i sti c not available . The figure shown in parenthesis was arrived a t 
by taking the aver age r an k for the county on the remaining five measures of educationa] 'v..> 
opportunity . °' 
+ + + 
-f 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Figure 1. Counties Ranking in the Upper One--Third ( +) and Counties Ranking in the Lower 
One- Third ( - ) on the Composite Ird.ex of Educat i onal Opportunity. 
\.,J 
-..] 
TABLE VIII 38 
COUNTIES OF OKLAHOMA LISTED I N ORDER OF RANK ON THE 
COMPOSI TE INDEX OF EDOCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 
County Rank County Rank 
Oklahoma 1 Ellis 40 
Payne 2 Dewey hl 
Cleveland 3 Mayes 42 
Kay 4 Cherokee 43 
Tulsa 5 Nowata 44 
Washington 6 Cot t on 45 
Canadian 7 McClain 46.5 
Custer 8 Majo r 46.5 
Logan Lincoln 48 
Muskogee 10 Caddo 49 
Comanche 11.5 Harper 50.5 
Stephens 11.5 Okfuskee 50.5 
Woodward 13 Cimarron 52 
Woods 14 Jacks on 53 
Grant 15 Harmon 54o5 
Noble 16 Washita j4.S 
Ottawa 17 Rogers 56 
Kiowa 18 Craig 57 
Alfal fa 19 Roger Mills 58 
Garfield 20 .5 Choctaw 59 
Marshall 20.5 Hughe s 60 
Pottawat omie 22 Beckham 61 
Texas 23 Tillman 62 
Grady 24 Delawar e 63 
Murr ay 25 Adai r 64 
Garvin 26 LeFlore 65 
Cr eek 27 McCur t ain 66 
Pontotoc 28 Greer 67 
Kingf i s her 29 Wagoner 68 
Bryan 30 Haskell 69 
Se minole 31 Sequoyah 70 
Carter 32 Jefferson 71 
Blai ne 33 Coal 72 
Pawnee 34 Atoka 73 
Okmulgee 35 Pushmat aha 74 
Pittsburg 36 McIntosh 75 
Beaver 37 Johns t on 76 
Osa e JB Love 77 
Lat imer 39 
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(3) per cent of f arms with automobiles and, (4) average value of farm 
product sol d or t raded i n t he previous yearo 
For purposes of this study, economic well-being has been defined 
as t he abil ity of an i ndividual or a group to obtain those material 
things whi ch are ne cessary for comfort , happiness, continued prosperity, 
and productivity. No attempt was made to develop an index of economic 
well-beingo Rather, seventeen statistically available items have been 
identified which are indicative of the level of economic attainment of 
the various counties . In Chapter III, each of these items will be 
studied to determine in what manner they are related to t he educational 
oppor t unity of the different counties. The i tems which were used 
as i ndicative of economic well-being in the study are : 
I . Those i tems dir ectly i ndicative of income i n the county. 
A. Medi an family incomej 19500 
B. Per cent of families having incomes less than $2000, 19500 
II. Those i tems i ndicative of t he "level of l i ving" i n the county. 
A. Per cent of al l dwelli ngs with hot runni ng water , separ ate 
bath, and not dilapidated, 1950. 
B. Per cent of all dwellings with mechani ca l refrigeration, 
1950. 
C. Per cent of all farms with electri city, 1950. 
D. Far m-operator leve l - of- l i vi ng i ndex, 1950. 
Eo Average automobile l i cense fee collected per ve hi cle 
regi stered, 1953. 
III .. Those items indicative of the economic acti vity of the county. 
A. Number of automobile registrations per 1000 of populationj 
19.53. 
Annual sales tax coll ected per capita, 19.54 . 
C. Annual sales tax collected on f ood sal es , per capita, 
1954. 
D. Sales tax c ollected on food sales per business 
establi shment per r eport i ng period, 1953-1954. 
IV. Those items indicat i ve of savings and per sonal economic 
worth. 
Ao E-Bond sales , per capita, 1950. 
B. Value of land and buildings per farm, 1950. 
V. Miscellaneous items indicative of economic well-being. 
A. Per cent of county population receiving public 
assis t ance , June 1954. 
B. Obli gations incurred by the state for public assist-
ance per capita, 1954. 
C. Dollar s r e turned t o the county per dollar collected 
f or purposes of public as sist ance j 1953. 
D. Per cent of population increase or decrease f r om 
1940 t o 1950. 
Sources and Accuracy of t he Data f or Economic Wel l-Being. 
Data for items I ( A and B), I I (A through D), I V ( A and B) and 
V (D), were t aken f rom t he County and City Data Book, 195226 and are 
based on f i nal tabulations of the Seventeenth Decennial Census of t he 
Population of the United States. Items I (A and B) are based on a 
twenty per cent s ample and i nclude wages j salar i es j royalt i s, inter est j 
pensions j dividends j and payments f rom t r ust f unds . In general, they 
will tend to be under-estimated s ince they are bas ed on memor y inst ead 
of records and t he tendency is to forget small amounts of income . Items 
II (A and B) are t aken from t he Census of Housi ng, 1950, and are also 
26u. s. Bureau of t he Census, County and City Data Book, 1952 
(Washingtonj D. c., 1952). p. 234 . 
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based on a t wenty er cent sampleo Ter ms used by the census bureau in 
collecting t he data are carefully defined and the data are generally 
considered quite signifi canto Mechani cal r efr iger ation includes any 
type of r efriger at or run by gasoline , ker osene , electricity or other 
f orm of power. In item II (A) , both the structural condition and the 
t ype of plumbing f acilities are consider ed measures of the quality of 
the housing. 
Item II (D) , the "farm-operator level-of- living index, is based 
on four separate measures of farm level-of-livingo In each case, the 
data for each Oklahoma county is based on a sample of at least 800 
far ms and, therefore , the data are believed to be sufficiento 
Items I I (E) , III (A through D), and item V (C) are taken from 
t he biennial report s of the Oklahoma Tax Com~i ssiono They r epresent 
compi lations of r egular annual reports t o the Oklahoma Tax Commission 
and are considered accurat e t o the same degree t hat such individual 
report s are accurat e . I t ems V (A and B) are from t he repor t s of t he 
Division of Research, Department of Publ i c Welfare . Tables X through 
XXVI in Chapter I I I give t he numer i ca l values of each of t hese indi -
cators of economic well-being along with an analys i s of the diffe r ences 
found between t he t wo groups of counties which const i tut e the upper one-
third and the lower one- third of Oklahoma Counties when ranked on the 
composite index of educati onal opportunity. 
Summary 
Educat ional opportunity was def i ned i n ter ms of six quantit a-
jive measureso These ar e (1 ) t otal county ADA per high school 
iistr i ct, (2) average number of Carnegie units of accreditation 
)er high s chool s tudent, (3) total local expenditures per ADA, 
'. 4 ) aver age salary per classroom teacher, (5) per cent of persons 
:ourteen t o seventeen years of age in school and, (6) per cent of 
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1igh school enrollment 1951-1952 in coHege during 1955-19560 A 
~omposite index which gives equal weights to each of these items was 
:or med by using a rank method similar to that of Burton as discussed 
~arl ier o The counties were l isted in terms of thei r relative standing 
m t his index and those falling in the upper and lower one-thirds were 
_dentifiedo These two groups constituted the s tudy groups used in 
~he study. 
No attempt has been made to measure economic well-being of the 
:aunties dir ectlyo I nstead seventeen items were se l ected whic h are 
.ndicati ve of t he economic sta t us of the counti eso Each of these is 
liscussed in t he following chapter and an a nal1s is is made t o deter-
tlne t he significance of any differences be tween t he two s tudy groups 
.n terms of their r ating on the measures of economic well-be ing. 
CHAPTER I I I 
AN ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 
AND ECONOMIC v:ELL-BEING IN OKLAHOMA COUNTIES 
As was indicat ed in the first chapter, numerous studies have 
been made of the relationship between educational attainment and the 
subsequent economic well-being of the educateeo However, with the 
exception of the work of Harold Fa Clark at the national level and 
that of Char les So Johnson in his studies of the socio- economic 
s tat us of the color ed r ace i n t he Unit ed St ates , little study has 
been made of the re l ationship between educational opportunity and the 
economic well-being of t he society. I n Chapter II, an i ndex of educa-
tional oppor t uni t y was deve l oped and applied t o the sever al counties 
of Oklahoma. a The counties wer e ranked on t he bas i s of this i ndex and 
those in t he upper and l ower one- t hirds were i dent i f ied as t he study 
groups. I n t he same chapter, several measures of economic well-
being were selected. The next s tep was to determine whet her counties 
scoring high and t hose scoring low on the i ndex of educati onal oppor -
tuni ty differ si gnifi cantly on any or all of the measure s of economic 
wel l - bei ng. 
This might be accomplished in sever al ways, among t hem t he 
application of correl ation techniques or t he Chi- squares test . An 
analysis of the r eliability of the di f f er ence between me ans by way of 
t he "t- test" was adopted f or t hi s study. I nasmuch as the present 
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research dealt with two different groups , the means are uncorr elated 
and t he formula for the reliability of the dif ference between two 
means i s iven by Garrettl as 
= 
where ~ represents the standard error of t he mean. Since the 
val ue of N was considera l y less than fifty (it was twenty-five in 
all cases except one), the formula for ~ was taken as 
where o is the standard deviation of the measure and N is the 
number of cases in the sampleo 
The following pages give the analysis for each of the indexes 
of e conomic well-being identified in the pr evious chapter. For 
convenience of reference the raw data and its source , the values of 
o, j o;_ , c;._ , ~ , #, , Ni , 11 t" , and the l evel of significance 
I ,L 
of t he difference between t he two means are all given on a single page 
and in approximately the same form for each measure . In all cases , 
symbols with the subscri pt one (1) ref er to data f or count ies which 
ranked high on the i ndex of educational opport unity and symbols wit h 
the subscript two (2) r efer t o data f or counties which ranked l ow on 
the index of educat ional opportunity. For r eady compari s on, t hese two 
groups of counti e s are listed in two vert ical col umns and in t he order 
of decreasing rank on the index of educational oppor t uni t ye Tables X 
through XXVI gi ve the dat a for each of t he measures of economic well -
l He ~r y Eo Garr ett, St at istics i n Psychology and Education 
(New Yor k, 1947). 
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being. More complete t abl es giving the data for all Oklahoma counties 
and s ource r ef e r ences are i ncluded in t he appendix. 
Table IX, page 46, sum~arizes the stat istical i nformation given 
i n Tables X t hrough XXVI. This t abl e l ists mean val ues f or each 
group of count ies , differ ences between means , critical r atios, and 
levels of s igni fi.cance of the differ ence be t ween means for each of t he 
sevent een i ndica't ors of economic well-being. Garrett2 gives a cri ti-
cal r atio of 2. 68 as necessary t o establish a significant difference 
at the 0.01 level with forty-eight degrees of fre edom. In two i nstances 
(sales tax col ected on food sales per capi ta 'th a critical ratio of 
3.30 ), t his value of the crit ical ratio was approac hed . In all cases, 
however, the limit ing value of 2. 68 was exceeded and the difference 
between means was f ound t o be si gnificant at the 0 .01 level. Further, 
:in all cases the differ ence was in such a direction that th1;~ upper one-
t hird of counties on t he index of educational opportunity were f ound 
to have ranked higher on the measure of economic well-being . 
Table IX and the above s t atement clearly indicate the relationship 
between educ ational opportunity, as defi ned by t his study, and economic 
well~being 0 Howeverj the full significance of t he data is revealed 
only on more carei'ul study of the individual i t erns included as measures 
of economic well -bei ng. Such an analysis ac compani ed by some half-
dozen illustrative figures is t herefore included. 
2Ibid., p. 46h. 
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TABLE IX 
SUMMARY F MEAN ALUES , CRITICAL RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SIG IFICANCE OF 
THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS FOR EACH OF THE SE ECTED 
INDICATORS OF ECONOMIC WELL-BEING 
Indicat or of Economic Wel l - Being M1 M2 C.R . Level of Si gnificance 
Medi an family i ncome (doll ar s) 2552 1543 7.19 0.01 
Per cent of fami l ies with i ncome 
less than $2000 (per cent ) 3802 62.8 7o43 0.01 
Per cent of dwellings with hot 
water, not dilapidated 54.2 26.0 8.89 0.01 
Per cent of dwellings with 
mechanical r efr igeration 76.6 57.7 5. 49 0 .. 01 
Per cent of f arms with 
electricity 76.0 60.0 4 . 04 0.01 
Farm operator level-of-living 
i ndex 127 87.3 4.58 0.01 
Aver age automobile license f ee 
(doll ar s) 20.29 17 . 83 6.31 0.01 
Automobi le r egi st r ations per 
1000 of population 302.4 207 s. 71 0.01 
Sales tax col ected, per capita, 
(dol l ars ) 15. 46 8. 40 5. 65 0. 01 
Sales t ax collected - f ood sales 4. 01 2. 61 2. 71 0. 01 
Sales t ax coll ected, f ood sal es 
per business es tablishment 64074 40. 22 6.3 7 0.01 
E-Bond sales per capit a (doll ars ) 23 , 44 10. 00 7. 30 0. 01 
Value of l and and buildings per 
farm (dol l ars) 18, 650 9, 820 3 . 30 0.01 
Per cent of population receiving 
county assistance 5.96 12 . 60 
Obligations incurred for public 
assistance per capita 260 84 51.57 6. 17 0. 01 
Dol ars returned to county for 
public assistance per dol l ar 
collected 2. 21 8. 17 7. 54 0. 01 
Per cent of population increase 
or decrease 1940-1950 l o7 - 21 .9 
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Analysis of the Measures of Per sonal and Family Income Levels 
In comparing the economic well heing of t wo groups, one woul d 
nat urally egin with an inves tigation of their relative i ncome levelso 
In f actJ Cl ark used per capita income as the sole index of economic 
~ell-being · n his most purlicized worko Two measures directly indi-
cat i ve of income l evel were included among the economic indicators 
used in this studyo They were (1) median family income for the 1949 
tax year and,. (2) per cent of families with incomes less than $2000 
for the 1949 tax year. Both statistics are from published data of the 
U. So Bureau of the Census. These data are presented in Tables X and 
XI on pages 48 and 50 , 
The counties ranking in the upper one~third on the composite 
index of educational opportunity had median family incomes ranging 
from $1845 to $3486 with a mean value of $2555. eanwhil e , the 
counti es in t he lower one-third had median f amil y i ncome s r anging 
from $881 t o $2481 with a mean value $1543. I t is immediately obvious 
that a s i gni ficant diff er e nce exists between the two gr oups of c ounties~-
the difference between t he t wo mean s be i ng i n excess of $1000, and 
nearly t wo t hird s of t he mean i ncome of t he second gr oupo No count y 
i n the fir s t group has a median f ami l y i ncome as l ow a s the mean 
value for t he second group . o county in t he second group was f ound 
to have a medi an f amily i ncome as high as the mean of t he f irst group. 
In f ac t , only f ive of t he t wenty-f ive counties whi ch ranked i n t he 
l ower one ~t hird on the index of educati onal oppor t uni ty had median 
family income s as high a s the l owe s t member (Murray county with a 
median f ami ly i ncome of $1845) of the othe r gr oup . 
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TABLE X 
MEDIAN FAMILY INCOMES IN DOLLARS, 1950, BY co TTY 
Count y Doll ars County Doll ars 
Oklahoma 3221 Jackson 2224 
Payne 2562 Harmon 2440 
Clevel and 2545 Was hi ta 2152 
Kay 3047 Roger s 1823 
Tul sa 3306 Cr aig 1510 
Washington 3486 Roger Mills 1970 
Canadian 2570 Choctaw 1096 
Custer 2215 Hughes 1479 
Logan 1911 Beckham 2481 
Muskogee 2133 Til lman 2133 
Comanche 2736 Delaware 1108 
Stephens 2663 Adai r 881 
oodward 2485 LeFlore 1346 
Woods 2767 McCur tain 1140 
Grant 2427 Gr eer 188 7 
Noble 2386 Wagoner 1360 
ottawa 232 6 Has kel l 1358 
Kiowa 2165 Sequoyah 1198 
Al f alfa 2318 Jeffer son 1739 
Gar f i el d 2961 Coal 111)5 
Mar shall 1864 Atoka 1252 
Pottawatomie 2196 Pushmataha 1110 
Texas 3767 McIntos h 1101 
Grady 1846 Johnston 1223 
Murray 1845 Love 1390 
:t\ = 2549 092 M2 = 15430 44 
rr; = 509 ()2 = 457 
~ = 103.,9 °rll = 93 . 3 I 2. 
Ml - M2 = 1007 
(J. 
M,- Hl:z. = 140 
Critical Ratio = 7 .. 19 
Level of Signif i cance = OoOl 
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Consider at ion of the per cent of famil ies with i ncomes less than 
$2000 per annum yielded comparable res lts . The one-third of counties 
ranki ng high on the measure of educational opportunity r anged f r om 
20o7 per cent to Sh.O per cent of families with an inc ome of less t han 
$2000 . The mean val ue was J 8o2 per cent. For the second group of 
counties, t he r espective figures were 39.4 per cent and 82 .J per cent with a 
mean of 62 . 8 per cent. Again, as was the case with median family income , 
no member of the first group of counties scored as low as t he mea of 
the second group and no member of the second group scored as high as 
the mean of the first groupo Note that this part icular statisti c is 
stated negatively so that a low percentage represents a relatively 
higher level of economic well-beingo 
I t was i nt er esting t o note that the highest score is that of 
Texas county wi t h only 20.7 per cent of the fami l i e s having annual 
incomes of les s than $2000 . Texas county ranked t wenty-third on the 
compos i te i ndex of educational oppor t uni tyo However, Oklahoma county 
ranked second on t his measur e and fi r s t on the i ndex of educational 
opportunity. Murray county r anked twenty-fif t h on each of t he two 
i ndices. The l atter re l at i onships i ndicate t he high positive correla 
tion between educat ional opportunity and economic well-being found 
throughout t he study and is illust r ated quite gr aphically in Figur e 2» 
page 51 , which s hows t he per cent of f a mi.lies wi t h i ncome l ess t han 
$2000 plot ted against the i ndex of educational opportunity for each 
county in the two study groupso 
TABIE XI 
PER CENT OF FAMILIES HAVING INCOMES LESS THAN $2000, 
1950, BY COUNTY 
County Per cent County Per cent 
Oklahoma 23.3 Jackson 43.9 
Payne 37.0 Harmon 41.1 
Cleveland 37. 4 Washita 45 .9 
Kay 28. 8 Roger s 53. 6 
Tulsa 23 . 5 Craig 59.3 
Was hington 23.6 Roger Mills 50.8 
Canadian 35 . 6 Choc taw 74.3 
Cust er 44. 1 Hughes 61. 6 
Logan 51. 9 Beckham 39. 4 
Muskogee 47 .0 Ti llman 46.6 
Coma.re he 33. 2 Del aware 75.1 
Stephens 35. 0 Adair 82.3 
oodward 37.7 LeFlore 68.6 
Woods 33. 7 McCurtain 76.6 
Gr nt 39. 1 Gr eer 53. 4 
Noble 40.4 Wagoner 65.4 
ott awa 43. 2 Haskell 67 . 4 
Ki owa 46. 3 Sequoyah 72.3 
Alfalfa 41.5 Jefferson 57. 4 
Garfield 27 .3 Coal 72.6 
Marshall 52. 7 Atoka 73.3 
Pottawatomie 44. 9 Pushmataha 74.6 
Texas 20.7 McIntosh 75.7 
Gr ady 53. 8 Johnston 72. 1 
Murray 54 . 0 Love 67. 0 
Ml = 3t).2 M2 = 62. 8 
er; 9. 77 ~ = 12.9 
~ = L99 r;~ = 2. 65 I 
M1 - M2 = 24.6 
r C 3.31 M1-M;i. 
Critical Rat i o = 7.43 
Level of Signific ance = 0., 01 
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Figure 2. Per Cent of Families with Income Less Than $2000 Versus Rank on 
Index of Educational Opportunity. 
\n. 
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Analys is of the Indicators of "Level-of-Li ving " 
The pr esent s tudy i nc l uded f ive ec onomic indexes which a re 
i ndicat i ve of the " level- of- l iving " pre sent i n tre s ever al c ount ies. 
These are (1) per cent of al l dwelli ngs with hot runni ng water, s e -
parat e b a th and not dilapidated, (2) per c ent of all dwellings wit h 
me chanical refr igeration, (3) per cent of all farms with ele ctricity, 
(4) f arm-operator l evel-of-living index and , (5 ) average automobile 
l i c ense f ee collec ted per vehicle register edo Stati stics for the 
first four measures are giv en i n Tables XII through XV, pages SJ , 
54, 58 and 59 of the study o Sources of the data were publications 
of the u. So Bureau of the Census and each of the items is reported 
f or the ye ar 1949 as given by the 19S0 census . Data far' i tern f i v e 
i s give n i n Ta le XVI, page &J, and ere secure d f ro m publ i cati ns 
of the Oklahoma Tax Co T1111 ission. 
The da t a show t hat i n those counties r an ked i n the upper one-
third on the ba s is of educ ati onal opportunity the mean pe r cent of 
home s de scribed as "wi t h hot runni ng water , bat h and not dilapi da ted 
was 54 o2 per cent with a range of J5.S per cent t o 76 .5 per cent. The 
comparable f igur es f or t he lower one - t hir d of counti es was a me an of 
26.0 pe r cent wit h a range of 10.1 per cent t o 52. 1 per ce ntQ It is 
noticed again that both the lowest score i n the f ir st gr oup and t he 
highe st score i n the second group f ai l t o overla p the rre an val ue s of 
the opposite gr oup. 
Table XII shews the s ame type of r elat ionship on t he rreasure of 
per cent of homes with mechani ca l r ef r igeration . The upper gr oup of 
countie s , on t he i ndex of educational opportuni t y, s how a n aver age 
TABIE XII 
PER CENT OF ALL DWELLINGS WI TH HOT RUNNING WATER , SEPARATE 
BATH AND Nar DI LAPIDATED, 1950, BY COUNTY 
County Per cerrt County Per cent 
Okl a homa 76o5 Jackson 45oJ 
Payne 6L Harmon 3606 
Cleveland 660 7 Washita 33 . 4 
Kay 69 .2 Rogers 3J o5 
Tulsa 73.2 Craig 3Jo 5 
Washington 60 .5 Roger Mills 25.0 
Canadian 55 .0 Chocta 2L4 
Custer 50.3 Hughes 33.0 
Logan 44.0 Beckham 52.1 
M skogee 5201 Ti lman 43 . 1 
Comanche 58 . 7 Del aware 19.7 
St ephens SJ.6 Adair 13 . 8 
Woodwar d SLJ Le Flore 18. 8 
Woods 57. 7 McCurtain 13 .9 
Grant 40.2 Greer 40.5 
Noble 45.0 Wagoner 22 0 8 
Ottawa 43 . 9 Haskel l 19.8 
Ki owa 43 5 Sequoyah 15.1 
Alfalfa 48.4 Jeff er son 3J ol 
Garf ield 66 . 1 Coal 12 . 2 
Marshall 35.S Atoka 15 . 1 
Pottawatomie 53.S Pushmataha 10. 1 
Texas 63 . 9 Mc I ntosh 180 2 
Gr ady 45. 4 Johnston 18. 8 
Murray 40.3 Love 2L O 
M1 ,:: 54 . 2 M2 = 26. 0 
u. = 10.7 Ci-;_ = 1L 3 
a;. = 2.18 ~ = 2 . 30 I 
'Z.. 
Ml ~ M2 = 28 0 2 
u: = l"'\,-MJ. 3o l 7 
Crit ical Ra t i o = 8., 89 
Level pf Si gni fi cance = OoOl 
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TABLE XIII 
PER CENT OF ALL DWELLINGS vJI TH '1ECHANICAL REFRIGERATI ON 
1950, BY CO TY ' 
County Per cent Count y Per cent 
Oklahoma 83 .7 Jackson ?809 
Payne 77. 2 Harmon 82 0 2 
Cleveland 84ol Washita 79a2 
Kay 80ol Rogers 53o0 
Tulsa 82o4 Craig 63.3 
Washington 7So 7 Roger Mills 68.o 
Canadian 80. 3 Choctaw 45.7 
Custer 79. 1 Hughes 6506 
Logan 66.2 Beckham 80.8 
Muskogee 61.9 Tillman 76.4 
Comarohe 78.4 Delaware 38.7 
Stephens 78.7 Adair 42oJ 
Woodwar d 73.5 Le Flore 48oO 
Woods 80. 9 McCurtain 45.4 
Grant 87. 4 Gr eer 81.3 
Noble 75.3 Wagoner 40.8 
ottawa 64.7 Haskell 44.1 
Kiowa 76. 7 Sequoyah 40. 1 
Alfalfa 85. 4 Jeffer son 69 o5 
Garfield 8Jo2 Coal 48.7 
Marshall 69 o5 Atoka 430 8 
Pott awatomie 7L6 Pushmataha 41.1 
Texas 82. 7 McIntosh 43.1 
Grady 7Ll Johnston 55.1 
Murray 66.o Love 66. 7 
M1 = 760 6 M2 c:: 57.7 
a-; = 7. 1 ~ = 15.4 
~ = L44 o;I. = 3.11 . 
M1 - M2 = 18.9 
er = 3.44 
N\.t*-i.. 
Gri tical Rati o = 5ol.i9 
Level of Signifi cance = 0 . 01 
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Figure 3. Per Cent of Homes with Hot Running Water~ Bath and Not Dilapidated Versus Rank 
on the Index of Educational Opportunity. \Jt \Jt 
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of 76 . 6 per cent of homes with mechanical refrigeration and a r ange from 
6L9 per cent to 87 .4 per cent. Similarly, the c aunties in the lower 
one-third have a mean of 57. 7 per cent and a r ange f rom 3ti o7 per cent t o 
82 o2 per cento In t his case , ther e i s some over - lapping of the two 
groups and the variat ion from the mean of the c ounti es in the l ower 
one-third was signifi cantly lar ger than that of the upper one-thir d. 
This i ncreased variability is indic ated by the two to one ratio of the 
standard deviations for the two groups. 
That the differences noted above are not due to rural-urban 
diffe rences in the two gr oups of counties is indicated in part by data 
i n Tables XIV and XV, pages 58 and 59. Tabl e XIV shows the per cent 
of farms ltlit h electri city and Table XV gives the f arm operator level -
of -living index by county. This index was not given for three of t he 
count ies used in the study. These tables show 7606 per cent of the 
farm homes i n the fi r st group of countie s have electr ic i ty while the 
mean va lue for counti es i n the second group is 60 per c ent o The farm 
operator level- of~liv i ng index r anged f rom 95 to 160 wi th a mean of 
127 for those c ount ies r a nki ng hig h on t he bas is of educational oppor ~ 
tunity and a r ange of 44 to 149 wit h a mean of 87 for t he other se t of 
counties. Thus , there i s a highly s ignificant differ ence in the level -
of living of both the urban and rural populations of the t wo sets of 
counties. 
Table XVI, page 60 , gives t he average vehic l e l i cens e tax col l ected 
by the Oklahoma Tax Co mniss i on i n each of the countie s considered i n 
the s tudy . The difference between the two me ans, $20 . 29 as opposed t o 
$17. 83, i ndicates that auto mobile omiers i n the one group of count ies 
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pay an average of $2 • 46 or appr oximately 14 per cent more t ax per 
vehi cle regis tered. This mus t r epresent a real diff erence i n ori ginal 
value, age and pr e sent value of t he vehi cles bei ng r egister ed. A 
cl ear pi c t ur e of t hi s var i at ion i n the le vel-of-living between t l'E 
var ious c ounti es is given in Figure 3, page 55, which shows per cent 
of homes with hot running water, bath and not dil apidated and Figu r e 
4, page 6~ whic h shows the f arm oper ator level - of-living irrlex. Each 
is plot t ed against r ank on the i n:lex of educational opp ortunityo 
Analysis of Certain I ndicators of Economic Activi ty 
The foregoing has been suffi cient to demonstr at e a r elationship 
be t ween educational oppor tunity as defined in this study and the per-
sonal i ncorre and level-of living within the c ounty. This s till left 
i n quest ion the relat i onship between t he educational opportunit y pre-
sent and the general economic activity pr esent i n a par ticular countyo 
For this r eason, fo ur addi t i onal measures of economic well - being wer e 
included in the s tu:ly. These were (1 ) number of automobile regi str a 
tions per 1000 population, 1953; (2) annual sales t ax collected per 
capita, 1954; (3) sales tax collected .on 'food sales, pe r capita, 1953-
1954; and (4) sale s t ax collected on f ood sal es per business establi sh-
ment per repor ting period, 1953-1954. Detail s of t he se me asures are 
given i n Tables XVII through XX~ pages 63 9 64, 65 and 68. All data 
are from the records of the Oklahoma Tax Commi ssion. 
Table XVII shows t hat in t he counties ranking high on the index 
of educ ational opportunity t here was an average of 302 vehicles re~ 
gistered per 1000 population as co mpared to 207 vehicles per 1000 of 
TABLE XIV 
PER CENT OF ALL FARMS WITH ELECTRICITY, 1950, BY COUNTY 
County 
Oklahoma 
Payne 
Cleveland 
Kay 
Tulsa 
Washington 
Canadian 
Cus t er 
Logan 
Muskogee 
Comanche 
Stephens 
Woodward 
Woods 
Grant 
Noble 
Ottawa 
Kiowa 
Alfalfa 
Garfield 
Marshall 
Pott awatomie 
Texas 
Grady 
Murray 
76 
9. 8 
U: = 2 0 HI I 0 
Per cent 
77 
70 
83 
89 
80 
80 
90 
84 
66 
45 
79 
68 
76 
81 
82 
81 
67 
87 
84 
83 
73 
67 
51 
76 
71 
County 
Jackson 
Harmon 
Washita 
Rog er s 
Craig 
Roger Mills 
Choctaw 
Hughes 
Beckham 
Tillman 
Delaware 
Adair 
·LeFlore 
McCurt ain 
Greer 
Wagoner 
Haskell 
Sequoyah 
Jefferson 
Coal 
At oka 
Pushmat aha 
McInt osh 
Johnston 
Love 
~ = 60 
Uz = 16. 7 
()M = 3.4 
?. 
M1 - M2 = 16.0 
CC = J. 96 
rt.,-M.1,. 
Criti cal Rati o = 4.04 
Level of Signi ficance 0.01 
Per cent 
86 
85 
86 
65 
61 
79 
51 
54 
79 
87 
43 
64 
55 
41 
72 
4h 
38 
35 
72 
57 
43 
46 
35 
58 
77 
58 
59 
TABLE XV 
FARM OPERATOR "LEVEL-OF-LIVING" I NDEX, 1950, BY COUNTY 
County Index County Index 
Oklahoma 122 Jac kson 147 
Payne 114 Harmon 143 
Cleveland 117 Washita 143 
Kay 150 Rogers 99 
Tulsa 120 Craig 96 
Washington ll7 Roger Mills 119 
Canadian 152 Choctaw 60 
Custer 146 Hughes 69 
Logan ll5 Beckham 117 
Muskogee 66 Tillman 149 
Comanche 124 Delaware 64 
Stephens 100 Adai r 62 
Woodward 139 Le Flore 62 
Woods 159 McCurtain 44 
Grant 160 Gr eer 120 
Nobl e 135 Wagoner 62 
Ottawa 99 Haskell 52 
Kiowa 145 Sequoyah 48 
Alfalfa 157 Jefferson 107 
Garfiel d 156 Goal 63 
Marshal l Atoka 56 
Pott awatomi e 95 Pushmataha 54 
Texas McInt osh 73 
Gr ady 111 Johnston 79 
Murray Love 95 
M1 = 127 ~ = 87.3 
°' 
= 25. 1 ~ = 34oO 
o-; ::: ) o35 u: = 6093 
I M,._ 
M1 - M2 = 39o9 
er = M,-M1.. Bo? 
Cr i t ica l Ratio = h. 58 
Level of Signi f i cance = OoOl 
TABIE XVI 
AVFRAGE AUTOMOBILE LICENSE FEE COLIE CTED PER VEHICLE 
REGISTERED , 1 953 , BY COUNTY 
County Dol lars County Dollar~ 
Okl a homa 2 l o84 Jac kson l 9 o40 
Pa yne 20 008 Harmon l 9o43 
Cleveland 200 36 Wa shi ta l 9 o07 
Kay l9o85 Rogers l9ol4 
Tulsa 22026 Cr a i g l8o06 
Wa shingt on 2l 0 68 Roger Mills l9o64 
Canadian 20009 Choctaw 1 7.24 
Custer 20.04 Hughes l9o4.7 
Logan l9o3S Be ckham 20o48 
Mu skogee l9o58 Tillman 2lo01 
Cgrnanche 2 l o43 Delawar e lS oll 
St ephen s 2 l o 7J Adair l.4o76 
Woodwar d 2 0097 LeFl or e 1 60 24 
Woods 20 ol6 McCurtain 1 70 3 9 
Grant l 9o74 Gr eer 18074 
Noble l9o0J Wagoner 1705 8 
Ottawa 18086 Ha skell 16., 33 
Kiowa 190 22 Se qu oy a h l.S o90 
Alfalfa 20006 Jefferson l9o 09 
Gar.field l 9o J2 Coal 1 6 ,, 79 
Marshal l l8 .. 84 At oka 16 .. 86 
Potta watomie 1 90 77 Pushmataha 16 .. 90 
Texas 22 .. 54 McIn t osh 16 .. 79 
Grady 20 001 Johnston 16 ,, 83 
Murray 200 4.8 Love 17 .. 67 
Ml = 20 o29 ~ = 17 . 83 
a-; = lo04 v;_ = L , 64 
v 
= Oo2 l a;l- = Oo33 
"' . 
Ml - M2 = 2o46 
a-: IYl,-M 1. = Oo39 
Criti cal Ra t i o = 6 031 
Level o.f Signi.f i c ance = OoOl 
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Fi gure 4. Farm Operator Level-of ~Li ving Index Versus Rank on the Index of Educational Opportunity. ~ µ 
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populat i on i n the second group of counties. Inasmuch a s we have 
alr eady e stablished that these same counties have automobiles which 
are, on t he aver age , newer and more costly, the additional 100 
automobi l es per 1000 of popul ation i n the first group of counties 
would sur ely represent an import ant diff erence in the economic activi-
ty of these counties. For example, if -we assume the additi onal auto-
mobi les are dr i ven on an average of 10,000 miles per year, that they 
aver age twenty miles per gallon of gasoline, and that gasoline sells 
f or thirty cents per gallon: we have an expendi ture of $15. 00 per 
per son per year for gasoline alone. The example includes many 
assumptions , but the i dea deve l oped would appear valid arrl the contri -
bution t o t he economy is no doubt r eal. The $15 .00 per capita i s 
part icularly signi f icant whe n applied t o a county with a median f amily 
i ncome of l ess than $900 . 
The data contained i n Tables XVIII through XX may appear r edundan~ 
but each measure was i nc l uded for a particul ar purpose . Thus Table 
XVIII gives t he total annual sales t ax per per son and was taken as a 
measure of t he economic activity of t he county. Since this may be 
greatly inf luenced by such t hi ngs as heavy implement sales which ar e 
frequently made fro m l arge ci t i es , Table XIX gives the same dat a for 
food sales alone. The latter are almost i nvari abl y purchased locally . 
Of course, the location of a ma j or shopping center near a county line 
would tend to i nvalidate the stati sti cs and was undoubtedly partially 
responsible for some of t he extreme values found in Table XIX. This 
par ticular s tat i sti c i s als o sensi t ive t o s uch f act or s a s the urban~ 
rural s t atus of t he count y and the corre sponding change i n amounts of 
TABLE XVII 
NUMBER OF AUTOMOBILE REGISTRATIONS PER 1000 OF POPULATION, 
1953, BY CO TY 
County Registrations County Registrations 
Oklahoma 318 
Payne 277 
Cleveland 323 
Kay 379 
Tulsa 326 
Washington 318 
Canadian 304 
Custer 323 
Logan 279 
Muskogee 216 
Comanche 247 
Stephens 315 
Woodward 329 
Woods 351 
Gr ant 273 
Not le 322 
Ottawa 311 
Kiowa 329 
Al f alfa 353 
Garf ield 311 
Marshall 240 
Pottawatomie 2e5 
Texas 374 
Grady 260 
Murray 287 
M1 = J02o4 
Ci7, == 41 6 0 
Jackson 316 
Harmon J04 
Washita 283 
Rogers 248 
Craig 228 
Roger Mills 24B 
Choctaw 145 
Hughes 199 
Beckham 360 
Tillman 294 
Del aware 174 
Adai r 147 
Le Flore 170 
McCurtai n 120 
Gr eer 295 
Wagoner 161 
Haskell 158 
Sequoyah 150 
Jeffer son 276 
Coal 160 
Atoka 134 
Pushmataha 116 
McIntosh 145 
Johnst on 146 
Love 19b 
~ = 207 
o;: = 70o2 
(JM = l4o33 
l,, 
M1 - 2 = 95o4 
er = 16. 1 
"'' N\ &. 
Crit ical Ratio = 5. 71 
Level of Significance = 0.01 
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TABLE XVIII 
ANNUAL SALES TAX COLLECTED PER CAPITA, 1954, BY COUNTY 
County Dollars County Dollars 
Oklahoma 27053 Jackson 14036 
Payne 13074 Harmon 11.17 
Cleveland 10.15 Washita 8.96 
Kay 18.09 Rogers 9o54 
Tulsa 27 047 Craig 10.36 
Washing;ton 18.87 Roger Mills 7.63 
Canadian 12.18 Choctaw 7.55 
Custer 15.72 Hughes 8.39 
Logan 11.85 Beckham 20.99 
Muskogee 13.32 Tillman 13.77 
Comanche 15.18 Delaware 4.36 
Stephens 21.07 Adair 5 . 89 
Woodward 15.30 LeFlore 6 . 88 
Woods 15.B5 McCurtain 6.07 
Gr ant 11.29 Greer 1L 83 
Noble 15.60 Wagoner 6.46 
ottawa 14.24 Has kell 6.23 
Ki owa 15.22 Sequoyah 5.oo 
Alfal.f'a 12.47 Jefferson 8. 69 
Gar.field 19.90 Coal 7. 17 
Marshall 8.19 Atoka 5 . 68 
Pottawa t omie 13. 73 Pushmataha 6 ., 80 
Texas 15. 67 Mc Intos h s.16 
Gr ady 12. 52 Johnston 5.,33 
Murray 11 .42 Love 5.86 
Ml = 15 046 M2 = 8.40 
u. "' 4o60 er;. 4.02 
a;. 0.94 ~~ = o. 82 \ 
M1 - M2 = 7.06 
~ = /'ti. _-rt."'2. 1 . 25 
CrJ.tic a l Ratio = 5. 65 
Level of Signi ficanc e = 0.01 
TABLE XIX 
ANNUAL SALES TAX COLLECTED ON FOOD SALES, PER CAPITA, l954, BY COl 
County Dollars County Dollars 
Oklahoma 5o60 Jackson 3 a69 
Payne 3o8J Har mon 2 086 
Cleveland 3. 58 Washita 2 o58 
Kay 4o9 7 Rogers Jo39 
Tulsa S.,85 Craig 2a34 
Washington 4o93 Roger Mills 2.35 
Canadian Jo6l Choctaw JoO? 
Custer 3o96 Hughes 2o85 
Logan 3.,51 Beckham 4o e2 
Muskogee Jo37 Tillman 3o72 
Comanche 4ol7 Delaware lo42 
Stephen s Jo96 Adair 2o37 
Wo odward 3o37 Le Flore 2o37 
Woods 5o 07 McCurtain 2oJ7 
Grant 2 o58 Greer 3oJ6 
Noble Jo60 Wagoner lo92 
ottawa 4ol6 Haskell 2o09 
Kiowa 3068 Sequoyah LS7 
Alfalfa Jo29 Jefferson 2 .68 
Gar fie l d 4 o56 Coa l 2oll 
Marsha]_l 2 0 6 1 Atoka 2 ol5 
Potta wa tomie Jo6J Pushmataha 2o49 
Te xas 4o56 McIntosh L 86 
Grady J o41 J ohnston 2o 47 
Murray 4 oJ4 Love 2 o47 
Ml = 4 oOl M2 = 2 ., 6 l 
er-; Oo80 u; = Oo23 
() Oo l6 v;~ = 00047 M, 
Ml - M2 = lo40 
r = Oo517 M,-l"l\"l. 
Crit i cal Ratio 2. 71 
Leve l of Signi f i c ance = OoOl 
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home f ood production. I t is doubted t hat in this day of canned f oods 
and modern f ood shopping centers whether such factors coul d begin to 
account f or t he almost two to one r atio of the means. Final ly, while 
the data i n Tabl es XVIII and XIX are i ndicative of the general economic 
well-being of the purchaser , the data i n Table XX indicates the volume 
of business per business establishment. In order t o minimize the 
eff ect of large multipurpose institutions in larger cities, this table 
was again limited to food sales and gives a more representative pic-
ture of the l ocal s ituationo 
Tax figures were used in this particular serie s of economic in-
dicators since they are rrore readily obtainable and gi ve r ise to numbers 
whi ch are nnre easily handled statisticallyo They are, of course, 
readily transformable to the cor re sponding retail sale s figure. 
Table XVIII gives the mean per capita sales tax reported for 
counties in the firs t group as $150460 This r epresents a r etail sales 
of appr oximately $773 whi c h is of the r ig ht order of magnitude when 
compared t o a median f amily income of $25500 The corresponding figure 
for c ount ies r anki ng i n t he lower one~third on the i ndex of educational 
opport unity was a mean per capita sales tax col lect i on of $1.:l . 40 r epre ·~ 
senting r etai l s ales of $420 and a median f amily i ncome of $1543 0 
The mean per capita sales t ax col lections for food i n the two 
groups of counties was $4.01 and $2 .61 . These figure s repr esent r etail 
sales (food) of $200 and $130 . 50 r espective ly. As i ndicat ed previously, 
several f ac t ors may aff ect the absolute validity of these data, but 
there seems little doubt that par t of it must r epr esent real differ ences 
i n f ood purchasing ability. Table XX gi ves means of $64077 as compared 
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to $40. 22 for the sales tax collections per establishment, per repor t-
i ng peri od. Since these tax figures r epresent retail sales of 
$J,23tl.50 as compar ed t o $2,.011, it seems obvious that t he l evel of 
economic activity f or businessmen engaged i n r etail food sales must 
differ significantly between t he two groups of counties. Data such 
as the above ar e presented graphically in Figure 5, page 69 whi ch 
shows annual sales tax per capita plotted against rank on the basis 
of the index of educational opportunity. 
An Analys i s of Certain Measures of Savings 
and Personal Economic Wor th 
Two indices of savings and personal economic worth wer e used in 
this study. Table XXI, page 70, presents the first of t hese and shows 
the amount of E=Bond sales per capit a in each county. Data i s from the 
U.S. Bureau of the Census. The table shows a range of $11.49 t o $35.94 
with a mean of $23.44 for counties whic h ranked i n t he upper one - third 
on the i ndex of educational opportunity. The correspond ng f igures for 
count i es in the l ower one- third of the i ndex were $3 .18 to $25. 84 with 
a mean val ue of $10.00 . E=Bond sal es were selected in preference to 
bank deposits because of the rather large seasonal f l uctuati ons in t he 
latter data and because E-Bonds which may be secured fro m several sources 
are more l ikely to r epresent the trul y local situation. Some of the 
dif ferences between the two groups may surely be accounted for by such 
factors as the location of banki ng and marketing co mmunities near 
county l ines . However i i t should be noted t hat each group contai ns 25 
counties and that t he variations are noted not only be tween counties, 
TABLE XX 
SALES TAX COLLECTED ON FOOD SALES PER BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT 
PER REPORTING PERIOD, 1954, BY COUNTY 
Count y Dollars County Dollars 
Oklahoma 88.02 Jackson 51.80 
Payne 76.09 Harmon 42.64 
Cleveland 83.18 Washita 61.41 
Kay 83.41 Rogers 41.60 
Tulsa 91.10 Craig 40.91 
Washington 76.73 Roger Mills. 32.34 
Canadian 70.54 Choctaw 41.94 
Custer 60.07 Hughes 43.99 
Logan 52.24 Beckham 58.49 
Muskogee 47.88 Tillman 53.49 
Comanche 77 .02 Delaware 26 . 05 
Stephens 61.08 Adair 39.42 
Woodward 57.30 LeFlore 35.51 
Woods 81.62 McCurtai n 38.91 
Gr ant 44.15 Greer 46. 27 
Noble 59.23 Wagoner 35.41 
ottawa 51.29 Haskell 39·. 76 
Kiowa 51.90 Sequoyah 31.95 
Alfalfa 58.22 Jefferson 41. 22 
Garfield 91. 78 Coal 43 . 60 
Marshal l 36. 04 Atoka 31. 16 
Pottawat omie 48. 49 Pushmataha 33.43 
Texas 81. JO McIntosh 29. 94 
Grady 48. 08 Johnston 37.83 
Murray 41. 69 Love 26.54 
M1 = 64.74 M2 = 40. 22 
u, 16. 66 0-.. = 8.88 
~ = f't\ I 3.40 0: = /f\ 'L. 1. tn 
M1 -· M2 = 24.52 
r.- 3.~s 
U Ml~ ~l. 
Crit i cal Rat i o 6. 37 
Level of Signifi cance = 0.01 
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TABLE XXI 
ANNUAL E-BOND SALES, PER CAPITAj 1950, BY COUNTY 
Count y Dollars County Dol l ars 
Oklahoma 30.31 Jackson 24.84 
Payne 210 77 Harmon 20.79 
Cleve land 18.29 Washita 10098 
Kay 34.03 Rogers 11.16 
Tulsa 31.48 Craig 13090 
Washington 35.94 Roger Mil ls 6.62 
Canadian 230 00 Choctaw 9080 
Custer 16.54 Hughes 10.16 
Logan 18. 71 Beckham 14014 
Muskogee 13.25 Tillman 19.09 
Cd'manche 21.62 Delaware 4.20 
Stephens 21.19 Adair 7.17 
Woodward 19.32 LeFlore 8. 27 
Woods 22.99 McCurtain 5 .50 
Grant 29.15 Greer 20 . 59 
Noble 31.42 Wagoner 5.19 
Ottawa 23012 Haskell 4. 28 
Kiowa 23.93 Sequoyah 3.18 
Alfalfa 21.,12 Jefferson 12. 76 
Garfield 3L90 Coal 4o09 
Marshal l 11.49 Atoka 5.32 
Pot tawatomie 17.90 Pushmataha 4.99 
Texas 32.66 Mc I ntosh 7 :68 
Grady 19.44 Johnston 5.09 
Murr ay 15.49 Love 9.32 
M1 = 23. 44 M2 = 10. 00 
u, 6.7 C"i 5.98 
~i :: 1. 37 <r; = 1.22 z. 
Ml - M2 = 13.44 
cr: = 1.84 
• M.,-M,. 
Critical Ratio = 7.30 
Level of Significance 0.01 
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but also withi n each group . These variations are invar iably cor related 
positively to t he index of educational opportunity. 
Tabl e XXI I, page 72, indicates the value of land and buildings per 
farm f or each county used in the study. The means of the two groups are 
$18, 650 and $9,820. The critical r atio for the differ ence between means 
is 3.30 and is the sec ond lowest found in this study. The l owest criti-
cal ratio found was 2.71 for annual sales tax on food sales per capita. 
That the lowest critical ratios were found in these areas is under-
standablea There would seem to be a minimum food requirement and quite 
possibly a maximum also. Similarly, a farm, to be a farm, must meet 
certain minimum requirements and the result is a decrease in the diversi-
ty between the two groups being compared. 
An Analys is of Certain Miscellaneous Indicators of 
Economic Well-Being 
One of t he major expenses of a state government is tha t of caring 
f or its dependent citi zens. Tales XXII, XXIII , and XXIV show s ome of 
the data concerned with t his problem for Oklahoma and for each of the 
counties i n the study. A 1 t hr ee tables incl ude expenses for care of 
the aged, the disabled , and t he dependent children. 
Table XXI I I , page 75, i ndicate s that t he per cent of t he popul ation 
receiving public assistanoe ranges from 2.2 per cent to 12 . 7 per cent 
wit h a mean of 5. 96 per cent f or t he gr oup of count ies t hat r anked 
hi ghest on the index of educational opportunity. The range was from 
50 2 per cent to 18.9 per cent wit h a mean of 12 .6 per cent f or t he se-
cond gr oup of counties . Again t he r atio of the two means was seen t o 
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TABLE XXII 
VALUE OF LAND AND BUILDI NGS PER FARM, 1950, BY COUNTY 
County Dollars County Dollars 
Oklahoma 139 955 Jackson 209773 
Payne 8, tl95 Harmon 18,7~6 
C eveland 12,358 Washita 19,140 
Kay 21,459 Rogers 8, 827 
Tulsa 13, tl 80 Craig 8,527 
Washington 14,118 Roger Mills 16,487 
Canadian 26,029 Choctaw J,6tj9 
Custer 20, 458 Hughes 5,113 
Logan 12,~26 Beckham 14,132 
Muskogee 6,348 Tillman 32 ,863 
Comanche 15,595 Delaware 5,151 
Stephens 9. 373 Adair 3,862 
Woodward 22,626 Le Flore 3j716 
Woods 29, 529 McCurtain 3,317 
Grant 30,864 Greer 15, 271 
Noble 17.9 838 Wagoner 8, 528 
ottawa 8,095 Haskell 3,464 
Kiowa 23,752 Sequoyah 3,545 
lfalfa 34,712 Jefferson 15, 200 
Garfiel d 30,615 Coal 5, 776 
Mar shall 10.9 900 Atoka 3,911 
Pot tawatomie 7;; 318 Pushmataha 3.11 086 
Texas 53 , 770 Mc Int osh 4,804 
Gr ady 11 398 Johnston 9, 329 
Murray 10jl 746 Love 8, 193 
M1 = l B, 650 ~ = 9,820 
fJ"; = 10.9 830 a; 7, 336 
~M = 2, 210 <r:::: = 1, 497 
I N\ 2. 
M1 M2 = 8,830 
er- = 2j669 f'/\ ;-N\i 
Critical Ratio = 3.30 
L ve l of Significance = 0.01 
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be l arger than two t o one . However j this is not the total story. 
Ta e XXIV, page 76, shows that not onl y does the percentage of popu-
at ion receiving public assist ance varv gr eatlyq but the obligat ion 
i ncurred for e ach i ndividual var i es also. In general those counties 
with a high per cent of their population on assistance rolls will show 
a lar ger obligation incurred f or each individual case. Thus the total 
load of ~upporting these in~ividu~ls increases rapidly. The mean 
obligation incurred for assistance rolls per member of the ponul~tion 
is $26.Bh for the one group of counti es and $54.57 for the second. 
Since the ratio of the means is again approximately two to one, the 
assistance load between the two groups of counties would be approximate-
ly four t o one if eac h county were to care for its own dependents. 
Obviously, this is impossible and the counties in better economic 
condition are call ed upon to help support those in poorer condition. 
The result is shown in Table XXV, page 77. This table gives the 
do l ars r eturned to e Rch county for assistance rolls per dollar 
collected in the county for t hese purposes. The range for t he t wenty-
f ive counties in the fi r st group was from $0.70 to $5.21 with a mean 
of $2.21. The corresponding figure for t he other twent y f ive counties 
was a r ange from $2.82 to $14.94 wit h a mean of $8.17. As was antici -
pated earlier , t he r atio of these mean va lues is nearly four t o one . 
Further analys i s shows that f i ve of the fir s t set of count ies 
support t he i r own welfare roll s and cont r i bute to the support of ot her s . 
None of the counties i n the second se t provide suffi cient revenue for 
thei r own assis tance rol l s. The se circumstances are demonstrated i n 
Fi gur e 7, page 78~ whi ch shows the number of dollars ret urned to each 
TABLE XXIII 
PER CENT OF COUNTY POPULATION RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, 
JUNE, 954, BY COUNTY 
County Per Cent County Per Cent 
Oklahoma 308 Jackson 7.7 
Payne 308 Harmon 8. 3 
Cleveland 20 6 Washita 5.2 
Kay 4o5 Rogers 9.2 
Tulsa 4oO Craig 7.7 
Washington 3.2 Roger Mills 7.3 
Canadian 4.3 Choctaw 18.6 
Custer 6.o Hughes 16.5 
Logan 9.4 Beckham 7.9 
Muskogee 10.3 Tillman e.o 
Comanche 3.4 Delaware 14. 7 
Stephens 6.6 Adair 16.5 
Woodward 4o5 Le Flore 14o2 
Woods 308 McCurtain 17.2 
Grant 3ol Gr eer 9.1 
Noble 6.o Wagoner 15.S 
Ottawa 805 Haskell 12. 7 
Kiowa s.o Sequoyah 18.9 
Alfalfa 4.3 Jefferson 13.8 
Garf i eld 3.3 Coal 12 0 7 
Marshall 1L4 Atoka 15.2 
Pottawatomie 9.1 Pushmataha 14. 7 
Texas 2., 2 Mc Intosh 17.2 
Grady 10.3 Johnston 15.8 
Murray 12. 7 Love 10.4 
M2 = 12.60 
= 3. 03 cr; ,:: 4. 04 
v; 
I 
= 0.62 
~i 
= o.s2 
r-s_ - M2 = 6.64 
a-- = 1.03 l'T'l ,- ri\ .. 
Critical Ratio = 6045 
Level of Si gnificance ,:: 0.01 
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TABLE XXIV 
OBLIGATIONS INCURRED BY THE STATE FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
PER CAPITA, 1953, BY COUNTY 
Count y Dollars County Dollars 
Oklahoma lho9B Jackson 30.44 
Pavne 18.98 Harmon 28. 75 
Cleveland 13.13 Washita 19.33 
Kay 21.BS Rogers 48.70 
Tulsa 19.47 Craig 43.43 
Washington 20.44 Roger Mills 27.92 
Canadian 20034 Choctaw 80.74 
Custer 24.02 Hughes 57 . 23 
Logan 43.33 Beckham 30.09 
Muskog_ee 42.11 Tillman 34.oS 
Comanche 17. 09 Delaware 64.10 
Stephens 33.63 Adair 63.38 
Woodward 20. 01 Le Flore S4.S6 
Woods 20.ss McCurtain 73.06 
Grant 16.97 Greer 34.Sl 
Noble 26 07 Wagoner S7. 68 
ottawa 37.32 Haskell S5.o9 
Kiowa 29.63 Sequoyah 69098 
Alfalfa 19.16 Jeffer son 48.19 
Garfield 17.17 Coal 62.47 
Marshal l 50. 74 Atoka 64.63 
Pot tawat omie 41.48 Pushmataha 62.95 
Texas 10.05 Mc Intosh 59.23 
Gr ady 37. 75 Johnston 68.35 
Murray 54.86 Love so . 37 
Ml = 26.84 M2 ,:: 51.57 
er, ,::: 11.17 ~ = 16.14 
er 
M1 = 2.28 <r: = ft\"- J.29 
Ml ~ ~ = 24.73 
0-- = M,- N'- 1.. 4. 01 
Critical Ratio ,:: 6 .17 
Level of Significance 0.01 
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TABLE XXV 
DOLLARS RETURNED TO THE COUNTY PER DOLLAR COLLECTED FOR PURPOSES 
OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, 1953, BY COUNTY 
County Dollars County Dollars 
Oklahoma 0.72 Jackson 2. 82 
Payne 1.56 Harmon 4.50 
Cleveland 1.43 Washita 3.13 
Kay 1.30 Rogers 4. 32 
Tulsa 0. 70 Craig 3.85 
Washington 0.90 Roger MilJs 6.05 
Canadian 1.92 Choctaw 12.54 
Custer 2.03 Hughes 7.14 
Logan 3. 81 Beckham 2. 83 
Muskogee J. 6.5 Tillman 3.01 
Comanche 1.09 Delaware 12 .29 
Stephens 1.49 Adair 10. 87 
Woodward 1.81 LeFlore 9.02 
Wo ods 1.56 McCurtain 12. 96 
Grant 1.46 Greer 5.05 
Noble 1. 71 Wagoner 8.20 
Ottawa J.OJ Haskell 9. 73 
Kiowa 3.15 Sequoyah 14.94 
Alfalfa 1.89 Jefferson 7.35 
Garf ield 0.99 Coal 9.43 
Marshal l 6. 35 Atoka 10.29 
Pottawatomie 2 0 85 Pushmataha 10.58 
Texas 0.95 McIntosh 10. 77 
Grady 3. 79 Johnston 13. J.13 
Murray 5.21 Love 9.41 
M1 = 2.21 M2 e.17 
rr: = L 41 a-;: J.65 
v; = o. 2 t3 °Mi. = 0. 74 I 
M1 ~ M2 -· ~.96 
v.: = o. 79 M,·tf\ l. 
Critical Ratio = 7. 54 
Level of Significance = 0 .01 
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Figure 7. Dollars Returned to County for Public Assistance per Dollar Collected Versus Rank on 
Index of Ed.Qcational Opportunity ~ ru 
county per ollar collected for purposes of public assistance. 
Figure 8, page 80, r ives the per cent of population of the public 
assistance rolls for each of the countieso Both sets of data are 
plotted against rank on the index of educational opportunity. 
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Ever since the release of the preliminary reports of the 1950 cen-
sus, Oklahomans have been concerned with the state ' s loss of populationo 
Many reasons for this loss have been identified and many solutions to 
the problem have been proposed. It seems quite likely that one reason 
for a major shift in population would be the l ack of e,::onomic opportuni-
t y and desire to improve ecJ nomic well~being. It is not the purpose of 
this study to establish this thesis, but some of the da~a tend to 
support it and ar e so r elated to the problem under study that they 
warrant attention. 
Table XXVI page Slo shows the loss or gain of population for the 
various counties used in the siudyo The mean gain or loss of population 
for counties ranking high educationally is a rain of lo? per cent while 
the corresponding figure for the other group of countjes is a l oss of 
21 . 9 per cent. Of the eleven counties in Oklahoma which did show a gain 
of population between 19h0 and 1950, ten were in the upper one~third on 
the index of educational opportunity. None were found in the lower one~ 
thir d ~ all of the se counties lost population and most lost heavily. 
These dat a ar e presented graphical ly i n Fi gure 99 page 82. 
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Figure 8. Per Cent of County Population on Welfare Rolls Versus Rank on Index of Educational Opportunity 
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TABLE XXVI 
PER CENT OF POPULATION INCREASE(+) OR DECREASE(-) 
FROM 1940 TO 1950, EY COUNTY 
Count y Per Cent County Per Cent 
Oklahoma 33o3 Jackson =1106 
Payne 2808 Harmon 
-19.4 
Cleveland 49 . 5 Washita -20. 7 
Kay 3.8 Rogers 
- 7.3 
T lsa 30.2 Craig -13.4 
Washington 7.6 Roger Mill s =31. 
Canadian - 6. 2 Choctaw - 28.o 
Custer - 8.5 Hughes =29 . 2 
Logan =12.2 Beckham - 2.4 
Mus kogee = o.5 Tillman ~15.2 
Comanche 41.5 Delaware - 20. 8 
Stephens 9. 6 Adair - 5. 3 
Woodward -11.6 Le Flore -23.1 
Wo ods - 2 .6 McCur tain =23.5 
Grant -20 . 3 Gr eer -19.3 
Noble =18.o Wagoner - 22.b 
Ottawa -10.1 Haskell - 23 . 2 
Kiowa -17.1 Sequoyah -14.5 
Alfalfa - 24.3 Jeffe rs on -26. 4 
Gar field 16.1 Coal ··37 01 
Marshall -34.0 Atoka -23. 7 
Pottawatomie -20.0 Pushmataha ·~JB.3 
Texas 43.8 McIntosh w26.o 
Grady =15.2 Johnston ~-33.5 
Murray - 22.2 Love -32.5 
M1 = 1.7 ~ .:: ,,.2L9 
cr-; = 23 .4 cr-;: 9.3 
r:r = 4. 77 v; C 1.82 ff\ I 'l., 
Ml "" H2 23.6 
<r 5.1 M,-Ma. 
Critical Ratio = 4.62 
Level of Significance .:: 0.01 
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SUMMARY 
In Chapter II, an index of educational opportunity was developed 
and the counties of Oklahoma ranked on the basis of this indexo The 
counties f or study were divided into two groups consisting of those 
ranking in the upper and lower one ,thirds on the basis of this indexo 
In Chapter ITI _1 the mean scores of these two groups on certain 
measures of economic well-being were determined and the significance 
of the difference between these means was determined by application 
of the "t ·- test" o In all cases, the evidence was that those counties 
which ranked high on the i ndex of educational opportunity scored 
significantly higher than the second group when compared on the mea-
sures of economic well--beingo In al cases, the difference between 
means of the two groups was found to be significant at the 0.01 leveL 
Chapter I II revealed a significant re lationship between the 
ed11cational opportunity present in an Oklahoma county and the economic 
well --being of the people of that countyo Tho·se counties which have a 
higher standard of public educatlon 9 on the basis of the index of 
educational opportunity as defined in this studyi were seen to have 
higher income levels . more and newer automobiles !/ and better hemes 
which were equipped with more of the things which make living easier. 
They spend more mo neyj per capi ta 9 for retail purchases ,, have more to 
spend for focxis 9 and these conditions are reflected i n a higher sales 
volume per business establishment and a higher level of economic ac ti .. , 
vity wi thin the countyo These same counties were se en to have a larger 
per capita sav'ings and personal worth as shown by records of E-Bond 
sales and value of land and buildings owned" 
Meanwhileo counties which ranked lower on the index of educational 
opportunity were found to have less of the good things of lifeo They 
had a larfer percentare of their population on welfare rolls and each 
person on the welfare rolls received larger amounts of public assistanceo 
The welfare load was almost four times as hi~h in the second group of 
counties as in the firsto The two groups of counties were also seen 
lo vary rreatly when considered on the basis of the stabi.J.ity of their 
populationso The rroup of counties ranking low in educational oppor-
tunity lost a significant.J.y larger proportion of their population 
during the 1940,1050 decadeo 
CHAPTER IV 
SU!1"ARY, CONCLUSIONS A -TD RECOM'.'.ENDATIONS 
Summary 
./"LLIIIU:::i L, 1. rurr1 L,11!:: Ut::ts.J..LH JJ.Hts Ul. L,Jlt:: .H.Hlt::l".J..1.,;c:1.!1 Ut::JILUCI"c:I.C,V, 1.1, na::; ueen 
an accepted part of our tradition that education is a good; that is 9 
education contributes something which is valued to the educatee and to 
the society which is represented by the educatoro This belief in 
education as an i nherent good and as a force for individual and social 
up-lifting was for many years accepted on the basis of faith and simple 
observationo However ~ in the nineteen~h century 1 along with the general 
social .. technical awakening known as the industrial revolution j a more 
inquiring attitude deve~oped toward many of the fundamental assumptions 
of a few decades earlier. Among the many questions asked were: Is 
education always good for society and for the individual? Does the 
improvement and s-r.rengthening of our national economy necessari.ly in-· 
valve an improved pr ogram of public edu~ation? What is the optimwn 
amount that society should invest in education? 
As a result of such questions, educational leaders found it 
necessary to look more carefully at the basic principles and structures 
of free public education. Faith and observation were replaced by planned 
experimental investigation as a basis for establishing the worth of 
education. Nurr,erous research studies were developed which clearly 
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established the relationship between educational attainment and sub-
sequent economic well-being of the individuaL Even more important, 
however, was an understanding of the relationship between educational 
opportunity anrl the economic well .. being of the societyo It is this 
relationship which served as the subject of the present research" More 
specifically the study seeks to shed some light on the following ques -
tions: (1) what differences in educational oprortunity and economic 
well-·being exist among the various counties of Oklahoma and (2) to 
what extent are differences in educational oprortunity 2nd economic 
well-beinr related in the v2rious counties of Oklahomao 
The study was completed in three maJor phasesa Firsty an index of 
educational oprortunity was developed and the index applied to each of 
the counties of Oklahomao The index was based on teacher 3alaries: per 
cent of school age population in school, number of Carnegie UPiGs of 
instruction offered . and similar datao Second items were identified 
whic h were indicative of the e~onomic well -being of each county and 
data were col 1 ected for each i temo These 1 terns included such factor3 
as savingsll value of farm land and build1ngs 9 incomes~ levels -of .. liv1ng, 
and per cent of populations on welfare rollso Finally, the counties 
ranking in the upper one thlrd and the counties ranking in the lower 
one. third on the index of educational opportunity wer compared to 
determine the relative economic well· being of theJ.r populations and c.he 
significance of any differences found in the levels of w~ll-being of the 
two groupsa Data for the study were seleGted from numerous publications 
of federal and state agencies, particularly from publications of the 
TJ 0 S 0 Bureau of the Census and the State Department of Education of 
Oklahomao 
Cone lusi on s and RecorrnendatJ_ons 
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APPENDIX 
Data Used in the Development of an Index 
of Educational Oppor tunity 
TABLE XXVII 
POPULATION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 1940, BY COUNTY1 
County 
Adair 
Alfalfa 
Atoka 
Beaver 
Reckham 
Blaine 
Bryan 
Caddo 
Cariadian 
Carter 
Cherokee 
Choctaw 
Cimarron 
Cleveland 
Coal 
Comanche 
Cotton 
Craig 
Creek 
Custer 
Delaware 
Dewey 
Ellis 
Garfield 
Garvin 
Grady 
Grant 
Greer 
Har mon 
Harper 
Haskell 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Johnston 
Kay 
Kingfisher 
Kiowa 
Latimer 
Population 
15,755 
14.9 129 
18,702 
8,648 
22jl69 
18,543 
35.9 138 
41 .1) 567 
27.9329 
43 , 292 
21 .9 030 
28,358 
3.9654 
27 ,728 
129811 
)89988 
12 9884 
21 .9 083 
55, 503 
23,068 
189 592 
11998 
8, 466 
459484 
319150 
41,116 
139128 
149550 
10, 019 
6,, 454 
17,324 
29.9189 
22 .9 708 
15.9107 
15.9 960 
47 .9 084 
15.9617 
22 .9 817 
12,3eo 
County 
Le Flore 
Lincoln 
Logan 
Love 
McClain 
McCurtain 
McIntosh 
Major 
Marshall 
Mayes 
Murray 
Muskogee 
Noble 
Nowata 
Okfuskee 
Oklahoma 
Okmulgee 
Osage 
Ottawa 
Pawnee 
Payne 
Pittsburg 
Pontotoc 
Pottawatomie 
Pus hmataha 
Roger Mi l s 
Rogers 
Seminole 
Sequoyah 
Stephens 
Texas 
Til lman 
Tulsa 
Wagoner 
Washingt on 
Washita 
Woods 
Woodward 
Population 
45, 866 
29,529 
25,245 
11, 433 
19,205 
41,318 
24, 097 
11,946 
12 , 384 
21,668 
13,841 
65,914 
14,826 
15, 774 
26, 279 
2w4 jJ 159 
50,101 
41Q 502 
35~849 
17.9 395 
36,057 
48, 895 
39,792 
54, 377 
19 .9 466 
10, 736 
219078 
619201 
23glJ8 
31.9 090 
9,896 
20,754 
193,363 
21,642 
30, 559 
22,279 
14,915 
16)1 270 
1u0 S 0 Bureau of the Census , Seventeenth Decennial 
Census of the ~o~o , Part 36 (Washington, D. C. , 1950 ). 
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TABLE XXVIII 
POPULATION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 1950, BY COUNTY2 
County Population County Populati0n 
Adair 14, 918 LeFlore 35, 276 
Alfalfa 10, 699 Lincoln 22 jl l02 
Atoka 14, 269 Logan 22 , 170 
Beaver 7,411 Love 7,721 
Beckham 21, 627 McClain 14,681 
Blaine 15,049 McCurtain Jl,5~8 
Bryan 28, 999 McIntosh 17,829 
Caddo 34,913 Major 10,279 
Canadian 25.9644 Marshall 8, 177 
Carter J6,455 Mayes 19,743 
Cherokee 18j 989 Murray 10,775 
Choctaw 20,405 Muskogee 65,573 
Cimarron 4,589 Noble 12,156 
Cleveland 41,443 Nowata 12, 734 
Coal 8,056 Okfuskee 16,948 
Comanche 55,165 Oklahoma 325,352 
Cotton 10, 180 Okmulgee 44,561 
Craig 18,263 Osage 33 , 071 
Cr eek 43!'143 ottawa 32,218 
Custer 21, 097 Pawnee l J , 616 
Delaware 14, 734 Payne 46, 430 
Dewey 8,789 Pittsburg 41 031 
Ellis 7, 326 Pontotoc J0,875 
Garf ield 52 9820 Pottawatomie 43, 517 
Garvin 29 ;; 500 Pus hmataha 12,001 
Grady 34,872 Roger Mills 7:i 395 
Gr ant l0 .9 461 Rogers 99532 
Greer l l .9 749 Seminol e 40, 672 
Har mon 8;i 079 Sequoyah 19 j 773 
Harper 59977 Stephens 34~071 
Haskel l 13 ,Jl Texas 14, 235 
Hughes 20,664 Tillman 17,598 
Jackson 20,082 Tul sa 251 , 686 
Jef ferson ll j l22 Wagoner 16, 741 
Jor nston 10, 608 Washington 32 j 880 
Kay 48 .,, 892 Washi ta 17,657 
Kingfisher 12,860 Woods 14, 52 6 
Kiowa 18,.926 WJodward 14,383 
Latimer 9,690 
2u0 So Bureau of the Census , County and Cit y Data 
Book (Washi ngton, Do Co, 1957) , Po 2340 - - - - -
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TABLE XXVIX 
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE, WHITE AND NEGRO SCHOOLS, BY 
COUNTIES FOR THE 1953 1954 SCHOOL YEAR3 
County Attendance County Attendance 
Adair J _p 380 Le Flore 6,630 
Alfalfa 1,829 Lincoln 4, 471 
Atoka 29611 Logan 5j 909 
Beaver 1,328 Love 1,595 
Beckham 3.9 997 McClain 2,921 
Blaine 3,074 McCurtain 6, 977 
Bryan 5, 598 McIntosh 3j 708 
Caddo 7'Jl84 Major 1,734 
Canadian 451 048 Marshall 1,,560 
Carter 8j217 Mayes 4j 500 
Cherokee 39542 Murray 2,180 
Choctaw 3.1) 841 Muskogee 12jJ85 
Cimarron 927 Noble 2j J16 
Cleveland 6,012 Nowata 2,765 
Coal 1,383 Okfuskee 3j466 
Comanche 10.'1486 Oklahoma 64j601 
Cott')n 2,073 Okmulgee , 382 
Craig 2,815 Osage 5.'1622 
Creek 8,542 Ottawa 60385 
Custer 4,097 Pawnee 2!1479 
Delaware 4,059 Payne 6!1696 
Dewey 1, 895 Pittsbur g 8,346 
Ellis 1,313 Pontotoc 5 853 
Garfield 8,449 Pottawatomie 8,358 
Garvin 6 .. 273 Pushmataha 2,392 
Or a y 6, 643 Roger Mills l .9 102 
Grant 1Jl 862 Rogers 4j 384 
Greer 1,993 Seminole 7,074 
Harmon 1, 462 Sequoyah 4., 906 
Har per l gl60 Stephens 79914 
Haskell 2.9 599 Texas 2,6 74 
Hughes 4;) 124 Tillman J o6 3 
Jackson 3, 741 Tusa 539334 
Jefferson 2!1 162 Wagoner 3, 439 
John ton 2, 266 Washington 6,681 
Kay 9, 343 W shita 2, 826 
Kingfi s her 2 214 Woods 29 498 
Kiowa 3, 516 Woodward 2, 454 
Latimer 19815 
3oklahoma State Departrre nt of Public I nstruction» 
Twenty- Fifth Biennial Repor t (Oklahoma City, 1954 ), Po 318. 
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TABLE XXX 
NUMBER OF HIGH~SCHOOL DISTRICTS, BY COUNTY, 
1953 1954 SCHOOL YEAR4 
FOR THE 
County Districts County Distr icts 
Adair 4 Le Flore 15 
Alfalfa 10 Lincoln 11 
Atoka 5 Logan 6 
Beaver 6 Love 7 
Beckham 11 McClain 8 
Blaine 10 McCurtain 9 
Bryan 15 McIntosh 8 
Caddo 17 Major 5 
Canadian 7 Marshal l 2 
Carter 13 Mayes 6 
Cherokee 2 Murray 5 
Choctaw 6 Muskogee 13 
Cimarron 5 Nob.le 7 
Cleveland 4 Nowata 6 
Coal 5 Okfuskee 9 
Comanche 9 Oklahoma 12 
Cotton 5 Okmulgee 12 
Craig 7 Osage 16 
Creek 14 Ottawa 7 
Custer 8 Pawnee 7 
Delaware 6 Payne 9 
Dewey 7 Pittsburg 13 
Ellis 5 Pontotoc 11 
Garfield 13 Pottaw t omie 15 
Garvin 9 Pushmataha 7 
Grady 16 Roger Mills 5 
Grant 9 Roger 8 
Greer 9 Seminole 15 
Harmon 6 Sequoyah 7 
Harper 5 Stephens 9 
Haskell 4 Texas 9 
Hughes 11 Tillman 11 
Jackson 2 Tulsa 15 
Jefferson 10 Wagoner 6 
Johnston 11 Washington 6 
Kay 6 Washita 13 
Kingfisher 9 Woods 7 
Kiowa 10 Woodward 8 
Latimer 4 
4Ibid. ~ p. 302. 
T.A BLE XXXI 
PER CENT OF COUNTY POPULATION 14 17 ~S OF AGE ENROLLED IN 
SCHOOL, 1949-1950 
County Per Cent County Per Cent 
Adai r 80.3 LeFlore 82 .2 
Alfalfa 95.3 Lincoln 86 . 7 
Atoka 76.7 Logan 87.7 
Beaver 92.4 Love 82. 8 
Beckham 82 .1 McClain 86.9 
Blaine 90.6 McCurtain 81.1 
Bryan 88.2 McIntosh 79. 7 
Caddo 85.6 Major 86.9 
Canadian 89.0 Marshall 86.1 
Carter 87.6 Mayes 87.5 
Cherokee 77.5 Murray 85.2 
Choctaw 85.9 Muskogee 87.7 
Cimarron Nobl e 96.3 
Cleveland 90 .l Nowata 90.6 
Coal 84.6 Okfuskee 86.6 
Comanche 79 .3 Oklahoma 88.5 
Cotton 87. 0 Okmul gee 83. 7 
Craig 83 . 1 Osage 88 . 2 
Creek 89 . 9 Ottawa 83.4 
Custer 86.3 Pawnee 88 .1 
Delaware 86.9 Payne 86.6 
Dewey 98.o Pi ttsburg 83.3 
Elli s Pontotoc 86. 5 
Garfield 83.8 Pottawatomie 89. 2 
Garvin 84.1 Pushmat aha 83.3 
Grady 84.6 Roger Mills 92. 2 
Grant 95. j Rogers 86.7 
Gr eer 85 . 2 Seminol e 89. 9 
Harmon 85. 2 Sequoyah 82 .9 
Harper Stephens 87. 6 
Haskel l 83.3 Texas 84. o 
Hughes 82. 2 Tillman 86.7 
Jac kson 86.1 Tul sa 88.6 
Jef fers on 84.0 Wagoner 82.9 
· Johnston 81. 0 Was hington 84. 7 
Kay 90.5 Was hita 87. 3 
Kingfisher 94.4 Woods 86. 2 
Kiowa 87.9 Woodward 91. 7 
Lat i mer 87.6 
Su. s. Bureau of t he Census , Count y and City Data 
Book, 1956, p. 240 . 
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TABLE XXXII 
SCHOLASTIC ENROLLMENTS, GRADES NINE THROUGH ~LVE, BY 
COUNT, FOR THE 1951- 1952 SCHOOL YEAR 
County Enroll ment County Enrollment 
Adair 817 LeFlore 1,991 
Alfalfa 655 Lincol n 1,473 
Atoka 835 Logan 1, 323 
Beaver 374 Love 490 
Beckham 1,326 McClain qo9 
Blaine 1, 076 McCurtain 1,777 
Bryan 1,935 McIntosh 953 
Caddo 2,212 Major 491 
Canadian 1,247 Marshall 492 
Carter 2.9 156 Mayes 1,127 
Cherokee 908 Murray 646 
Choctaw 1, 107 Muskogee 3, 430 
Cimarron 258 Noble 765 
Cleveland 1, 565 Nowata 817 
Coal 440 Okfuskee l .9035 
Comanche 2.92 78 Oklahoma 15,856 
Cotton 643 OkTTD..1lgee 2,313 
Craig 958 Osage 1, 577 
Creek 2.9 427 Ottawa 1, 725 
Custer 1, 358 Pawnee 770 
Delaware 980 Payne 2.9053 
Dewey 682 Pittsburg 2, 197 
El lis 406 Pontotoc 1,835 
Garfield 2.9 285 Pot tawat omie 2,691 
Garvin l .11 756 Pushmataha 737 
Gr ady 2, 071 Roger Mil l s 314 
Grant 609 Rogers 1, 22 8 
Gr eer 991 Seminole 2, 108 
Harmon 486 Sequoyah 1,323 
Harper 402 Stephens 2, 120 
Haskell 701 Texas 771 
Hughes 1, 345 Tillman 864 
Jackson 19108 Tulsa l l ,11 468 
Jefferson 792 Wagoner 925 
Johnston 742 Washington 1,652 
Kay 2»597 Washit a 957 
Kingf i sher 824 Woods 763 
Kiowa 1, 219 Woodward 822 
Latimer 482 
6oklahoma State Department of Publ ic Inst ruction, 
l'wenty- Four th Bienni al Report (Oklahoma City, 1952)0 Po 322. 
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TABLE XXXIII 
NUMBER OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS IN OKLAHOMA PUBLIC SCHOOLS , BY 
COUNTY, 1953- 19547 
County Noo of Teachers County Noo of Teacher s 
Adair 124.55 Le Flore 294. 5 
Alfalfa 94055 Li ncoln 191.5 
Atoka 123 . 95 Logan 1700 6 
Beaver 72 .0 Love 6600 
Beckham 174.7 McClain 121.6 
Bl aine 137.6 McCurtain 275.65 
Bryan 22J. 82 McIntosh 149.2 
Caddo 291.48 Major 71.5 
Canadian 176.41 Marshall 58.o 
Carter 304.J Mayes 164.2 
Cherokee 140. 5 Murray 87.46 
Choctaw 158.8 Muskogee 479.46 
Cimarron 48.o Noble 10900 
Cleveland 235.68 Nowata 11300 
Coal 64oO Okfuskee 14LO 
Comanche 384.65 Okl ahoma 2, 310 09 7 
Cott on 86. o Olanulgee 315 . 24 
Craig 119. 94 Osage 237 .12 
Cr eek 327 . 51 ottawa 241 . 2 
Custer 174.45 Pawnee 108.9 
Delawar e 122.45 Payne 266 . 55 
Dewey 77.9 Pittsburg 333 .95 
Elli s 57. S Pontotoc 227 . 15 
Garf i eld 353.0 Pottawatomie 341.5 
Garvin 250. 58 Pushmataha 103.0 
Grady 2830 8 Roger Mill s 4206 
Gr ant 10·200 Rogers 161.63 
Gr eer 99o l Seminole 267. 91 
Harmon 63 . 0 Sequoyah 185 .7 
Harper 54. 5 Stephens J OJ . 3~ 
Haskell 100. 5 Texas 144.9 
Hughes 161.36 Till man l LJ .45 
Jacks on 154. 6 Tulsa 1, 72 7. 46 
Jefferson 99. 5 Wagoner 136. 8 
Johnston 101. 3 Washington 252. 4 
Kay 376. 76 Washit a 124. 62 
Ki ngf i sher 114.9 Woods 115.0 
Kiowa 153 . 4 Woodward 104. 13 
Latimer 73.0 
:::==r-
7oklahoma State Department of Publ ic Instruction, Twenty-
Fifth Biennial Report, p. 334. 
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TABLE XXXIV 
TOTAL SALARIES PAID TO CLASSROOM TEACHERS, BY COUNTY, 195J-1954e 
County Sal aries County Salaries 
Adair 388, 653 Le Flore 956, 291 
Alfal f a 317,459 Li ncoln 621,425 
Atoka 401,157 Logan 558,427 
Beaver 226, 284 Love 209g812 
Beckham 575,843 McClain 396,402 
Blaine 4599195 McCurtain 884,405 
Br yan 739,240 McIntosh 473 , 977 
Caddo 937,321 Major 2299806 
Canadian 592,973 Marshall 191,444 
Carter 997,547 Mayes 532, 320 
Cherokee 434, 527 Murray 290, 209 
Choctaw 514,233 Muskogee 1,604, 251 
Cimarron 151, 139 Noble 355,640 
Cleveland 800 , 880 Nowat a 369, 042 
Coal 198, 399 Okfuskee 458,702 
Comanche 1,277, 457 Oklahoma 8, 156,900 
Cotton 278, 248 Okmulgee 1,040, 265 
Cr aig 387, 790 Osage 770, 489 
Creek 1,077,197 Ott awa 799, 408 
Custer 576, 700 Pawnee 359,981 
Delaware 393,135 Payne 913,497 
Dewey 255,068 Pittsburg 1, 071,630 
Ellis 194, 272 onto t oe 734, 7'd6 
Garfield 1, 144., HlS Pottawat omie 1, 133,628 
Garvin 812, 548 Pus hmataha 323, 162 
Grady 934, 054 Roger Mills 131, 777 
Grant 342,442 Rogers 511.11 092 
Greer 322 , 244 Seminole 886, 511 
H r mon 208,959 Sequoyah 571, 220 
Har per 171, 079 Stephens 1, 033,433 
Haskell 321, 320 Texas 476, 408 
Hughes 526, 415 Till man 460!) 600 
Jackson 501.1) 240 Tulsa 6,603,322 
Jeffer son 31s, 35e Wagoner 435, 141 
Johnston 322 , 448 Washington 853 , 245 
Kay 1, 354, 865 Washita 402,205 
Kingf i sher 378, 367 Woods 375, 863 
Kiowa 523 ,814 Woodward 345, 175 
Latimer 
TABLE XXXV 
TOTAL ENROLLMENT I N OKLA HOMA STATE SUPPORTED COLLIDES, BY 
COUNTY OF ORIGIN, 1955-19569 
Count y Enrollment Count y Enrollment 
Adair 196 Le Flore 299 
Alfalf a 238 Lincoln 372 
Atoka 151 Logan 322 
Beaver 153 Love 69 
Beckham 245 McClain 195 
Blaine 21s McCurtain 349 
Bryan 676 McIntosh 1es 
Caddo 446 Major 130 
Canadian 270 Marshall 173 
Carter 571 Mayes 195 
Cherokee 386 Murray 185 
Choctaw 210 Muskoge_e 853 
Cimarron 83 obl e 202 
Clevel and 1,125 Nowata 97 
Coal 105 Okf'uskee 181 
Comanche l s 056 Okl ahoma 59 1S7 
Cotton 109 Okmul gee 597 
Craig 187 Osage 341 
Creek 402 ottawa 520 
Custer 519 Pawnee 148 
Delaware 117 Payne 1,046 
Dewey 154 Pittsburg 748 
Ellis 82 Pontotoc 876 
Garfield 561 Pot t awat onde 475 
Garvin 478 Pushmataha 157 
Grady 683 Roger Mil l s 83 
Grant 226 Rogers 217 
Greer 1S8 Seminole 516 
Harmon 125 Sequoyah 189 
Harper 108 Stephens 445 
Haskell 120 Texas 433 
Hughes 251 Ti llman 190 
Jackson 279 Tulsa l s999 
Jef f er son 124 Wagoner 133 
Johnston 207 Washington 466 
Kay 901 Washit a 253 
Kingfisher 216 Woods 376 
Kiowa JOB Woodward 210 
Latimer 232 
9ok ahoma State Regents f or Higher Education , Eight h 
Biennial Report Oklahoma City, 1956) . p. 99 . 
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TABLE XXXVI 
A VER.AGE NUMBER OF 
IN AD , GRADF.S 
CARNEGIE UNITS OF ACCREDIAT TION PER CHILl_t 
INE THROUGH T /ELVE , BY COUNT , 1953- 1954 . O 
County verage Units County Average Units 
Adair 33.0 Le Flore 3lo9 
Alfalfa 25o7 Lincoln 28.8 
Atoka 25. 1 Logan 33.2 
Beaver 26.4 Love 22.5 
Beckham 22 08 McClain 29 . 9 
Blaine 27 .o McCurtain 30.0 
Bryan 30.1 McI ntos h 28.1 
Caddo 31. 6 Major 25.3 
Canadian 46.6 Marshall 31. 7 
Carter 27.0 Mayes 36.4 
Cherokee 42. J Murr ay 29 .2 
Choctaw 30.3 Muskogee 47. 4 
Ci ma.rron 25. 7 Noble 31. 7 
Cl evel and 40. 3 Nowata 29. 5 
Coal 25. 3 Okfuskee 30. 7 
Comanc he 38.6 Oklahoma 64.6 
Cotton 29. 8 Okmulgee 33.0 
Cr aig 29.4 Osage 28.9 
Creek 37.7 Ottawa 35.7 
Custer 37 . 3 Pawnee 33.J 
elaware 31. 7 Payne 46. 2 
Dewey 25.5 Pittsburg 27 0 8 
Ellis 26.8 Pontotoc 32. 9 
Garfield 43.2 Pottawatomie 41.5 
Garvin 34.9 Pushmataha 25 .6 
Grady 34.9 Roger Mills 20.2 
Grant 27.7 Rogers 31.J 
Greer 25. 4 Seminol e 40.0 
H rmon 27. 6 Sequoyah 30.3 
Harper 26.9 Stephens J8.8 
Haskell 28. 4 Texas 30. 8 
Hughes 29. 0 Tillman 25. 6 
Jackson 26. 9 Tulsa 58 . 4 
Jefferson 26.1 Wagoner 29. 6 
Johnsto n 23 . 3 Washingt on 48 .1 
Kay 46. 1 Washita 25.1 
Kingfisher 2508 Wooo.s 34.7 
Kiowa 30 .0 Woodward 33.2 
Latimer 28. 5 
l Ooklahoma. State Department of Publ c Instructi onj 
11 Unpu l is heel Records" ( Oklahoma Ci t y, 1954). 
TABLE 13..XVII 
TOTAL COMMON SCHOOL REVENUES FROM LOCAL SOlRCES , BY COUNT 
FCR THE FISCAL YEAR 1953-195411 
Count y Revenues County Revenues 
Adair 116,906 Le Flore 371,273 
Alfalfa 485, 750 Lincoln 559, 592 
Atoka 183, 713 Logan 578, 137 
eaver 478,958 Love 154,477 
Beckham 558,761 McClain 255,698 
Bl aine 476,140 McCurtain 283.11621 
Bryan 422, 982 McInt osh 207,173 
Caddo 692,672 Major 276.11941 
Canadi an 600,216 Marshall 150,378 
Carter 743,488 Mayes 279,314 
Cherokee 140,960 Murray 301, 589 
Choctaw 208, 278 Muskogee 1,107, 628 
Cimar r on 281, 089 Noble 553,086 
Cl eveland 590, 468 Nowat a 283,187 
Coal 124,309 Okfuskee 346, 915 
Comanche 1,1 78, 882 Okl ahoma 9,988,240 
Cotton 241 , 099 Okmul gee 739, 377 
Craig 372, 199 Osage 1,003,926 
Creek 835, 578 Ott awa 626, 292 
Custer 593, 793 Pawnee 273 , 405 
Delaware 141»277 Payne 924, 982 
Dewey 250 ' 038 Pi ttsbUr' g 570, 583 
Ellis 256, 217 Pontotoc 567, 529 
Garfield 1,677, 706 Pottawatomie 759, 105 
Garvin 677, 72 8 Pushmat aha 169 ,698 
Grady 842, 731 Roger Mill s 152, 782 
Gran t 539J989 Roger s 389 , 025 
Greer 238.11 377 Seminole 633 ,816 
Harmon 154, 613 Sequoyah 203 ,303 
Harper 247, 715 Stephens 7799391 
Haskell 125, 535 Texas 1, 009 , 632 
Hughes J88j 340 Ti l l man 462, 984 
Jackson 394, 243 Tul sa 9,696, 974 
Jefferson 242, 950 Wagoner 226, 409 
Johnston 171, 019 Washi ngton 1,13 7, 424 
Kay 1, 752, 754 Washita 394 ,039 
Ki ngfis her 584, 720 Woods 542,406 
Ki owa 501,618 Woodward 454, 502 
Lati mer 104, 904 
11oklahoma State Departroo nt of Public Instr uction, 
Twenty- Fi f t h Biennial Re port, Po 2930 
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